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''DdiiJter 6 S^Oie 


In rp.spom(‘> (o a Hieadij demand for ^^WorJd Politics, 
19ISA9o6^\fro7n iniivef^sih/ circles, publicistSj joimalists 
and (jmrral readers, ire are re-issuing this classic of 
international j^olitlcal literature. 

This hook was piiblished in England in 1936 and 
immediatelij it made its impact on a very ivide circle. 
In India this has been almost a text-book for the last 
quarter ccnfuyi/. Only its non-availability stood in its 
wider circnlalion. 

We are singularly fortmvite' that the erudite author has 
found time, in spite ofimamj and varied pre.-ocenpaiions, 
to ivrite a special preface for the Indian Edition, to bring 
main lines of international political developments iip)to 
mid-WOO. 

We do not: ^mg^rate when we say that so many of the 
analytical pfofeciioks of' this hook have been proved 
precisely true has assumed almost a prophetic aura. 

We had offered the author to change the text, if he so 
wished. But he refused to change even a comma or a full 
sto‘p. That in itself is a manifestation of the classic 
character of the hook. 

We commend this booh to all serious students of politics 
and inter noli onal affairs and hope that this new edition 
ivill be as well received as the earlUr edition. 
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PREFACE TO TEE 


Indian Edition of “World Politics” 

“World Politics’’ was originally published in England 
in 1936, This was before Munich and before the second 
world war. 

The text of “WORLD POLITICS 1918^36” is here 
reprinted without alteration, exactly as it was published 
in 1936. It would have been easy today to make changes 
and revisions with the wisdom of hindsight from sub- 
sequent events, or in the light of the mass of information 
and memoirs now available in relation to this period. 
But such an approach would only be justified in a new 
book. The usefulness of reprinting the analysis hero 
given is precisely because it reveals the picture of the 
world as seen at the time, when the future was not known, 
at the moment when Hitler was opening his offensive 
which was to lead to the second world war, when the 
fatal policies of the Western Governments and the 
weakness of the democratic forces in the West were easing 
his path and makmg war inevitable. 

Today after 24 years it can be said that the main 
lino of the analysis stands up to the stern test of 
subsequent events and later knowledge. One-quarter of 
a century later the analysis has been in broad outline 
confirmed by the outcome. Once again the method of 
Marxist analysis of events, in contrast to the manifold 
other methods illustrated in publications appearing at 
the same date and sadly out-dated today has received a 
certain significant vindication. 

Gigantic changes have taken place in the world since 
1936, The fatal policies of the Western Governments, 
embodied in Munich, in fostering Hitler’s rearmament and 
aggression, and refusing the joint front with the Soviet 
Union which would have barred Hitler’s path and 
prevented war, made the second world war inevitable. 
The weapon wlricli the western statesmen had aimed to 
sharpen for use against the Soviet Union was turned first 
against themselves. 
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With strategic realism Hitler directed his war offeiisivo 
first against the rotten framework of Municiuto AVesteni 
Europe, in order to establish his (‘iilarged bas(* through 
the conquest of four hundred millions luifore (*nt('ring on 
his supreme ottbusive against. tlu‘ Sovdot Union in 1941, 
The VVestern Governments and peoples had to learn tiie 
hard way, through the Nasii occupation of all VVestern 
Europe and t.he mortal peril of the British people, the 
necessity of the alliance with tlie Soviet Union which 
they had previously refused and now eagerly adopted. 
That alliance brought victory for the peoples and the 
downfall of Hitler. The Hitlerite armies whieli had 
inflicted swift defeat on every army in Europe met their 
masters in the invincible courage and strength of the 
resistance of the armed people of the first Socialist State. 
Tlie Soviet armies and people, at terrible cost, engaged 
and destroyed the overwhelming majority of the Nazi 
armies (concentrated on the Eastern front, witli most of 
the time no other front in Europe) until at last three 
years after the assault on the Soviet Union, when the 
Nazi armies had been irretrievably broken by the Soviet 
Union, the Anglo-American forces, still relatively 
unscathed in war, were able to land in Western Europe 
in order to participate in the linal joint victory, and in 
order, as Sir Samuel Hoare, the British Ambassador in 
Spain, explained to Franco during the war, to prevent 
the downfall of Fascism being followed by the Hweoi)ing 
victory of Socialism md popular revolution all over 
Europe. 

The outcome of the second world war brought vast 
social and political changes in its train, further weakening 
and restricting the old order of imperialism, and carrying 
forward the advance of socialism and national liberation 
to new sweeping victories. 

On the eve of the second world war imperialism still 
ruled five-sixth of the world. Socialism was confined to 
a single state with a population loss tlian ono-twolfth of 
the world’s population. The majority of the world’s 
population lived in colonial or semi-colonial subjection to 
a handful of ruling imperialist powers. Fascism dominated 
most of Europe outside the Soviet Union, and by 1940 
all the European continent beyond the borders of tlm 
Soviet Union* 
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Today tho world reveals a very different picture. In 
place of a single socialist State, there is now an array of 
socialist States, with a population of close on 1,000 
million or nearly two-fifths of the population of the 
world. Out of 1,600 million colonial and semi-colonial 
peoples subjected to imperialism on the eve of the 
second world war, close on 1,300 million have now 
established their politically independent States, even though 
complete economic and political independence from colo- 
nialism has only been finally fulfilled in those states 
which have advanced to the basis of people^s democracy 
and socialism (Chinese People’s Republic and Korean 
and Vietnam People’s Republics). The majority of .peoples 
remaining under the old colonial subjection, as still in 
the greater part of Eastern, Central and Southern Africa, 
or in semi-colonial subjection to imperialism through the 
domination of the great imperialist monopolies and 
Governments maintained by them, as in Latin America, 
are rapidly advancing to the victory of their struggle for 
freedom. Most recently Iraq inl958, Cuba in 1959, and 
the emergence of a host of new independent African 
States in 1960 have shown the rapidity and extent of 
this further advance. 

Thus the new rising world is rapidly eclipsing the old 
dying world. The economic superiority of socialism has 
been over-whelmingly demonstrated during the decade 
and a half since the second world war. Despite unpar- 
allelled destruction by Nazism, the Soviet Union not only 
completed reconstruction to the pre-war level in record 
time within five years, but has now advanced to new 
heights at a tempo which has amazed witnesses of every 
political outlook. Already the world’s second industrial 
power, and admittedly first in scientific, technological 
and educational progress, tho Soviet Union is now rapidly 
approaching the prospect within a short space of years 
(assuming that war does not intervene) to overtake 
production per head and living standards the most 
advanced and privileged sector of capitalism in the 
United States, 

Between the 1 ,000 millions of the now socialist world 
and 700 millions of the new indopendont States which 
won political indopcndeiico from imperialism and are 
engaged in tho task of national reconstruction, relation 
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of frUiiKlship and praoiioal cooperation Inivo been dcv^'O- 
li)ped. SocialiHt economic aid has broiiglifc in now 
methods to asRiyt the ra])i(l indcpenclont economic 
development of thewo States, through the replac^einent of 
colonial economy by indnatrialisation, in contrast to the 
provions caricature of **akV* with airings utilised by 
imperialism to maintain colonial economy, ensure ceon- 
omic dependenco and often also military an<l strategic 
dependence. ’ The Bandung Conference of Afro-Asian 
States in 1955, uniting representatives of the Govern- 
ments of 1,700 million or the majority of the world’s 
population, and reaching unanimous resolutions for 
national independence, the end of colonialism, and 
peaceful co-existcnce, revealed the opening of a new ora. 
Imperialism has been reduced to a minority position in 
the world. 

All this advance of the now rising world has not taken 
place without the most intense opposition and violent 
resistance from representatives of the old imperialist 
order and reactionary sections within tho countries 
concerned. Countless colonial wars have been waged by 
all tho imperialist ])owers during all these years, thus 
giving the lie to the false picture of tho “voluntary” 
cession of state ])owor in those territorries where the 
imperialists had no longer sufficient forces to vanquish 
the national revolt and accordingly made the best 
terms they could with tho ruling class strata in these 
countries in order to ensiiro maintenance and protectioii 
of their economic assets and interests. Such ctdoiiial wws 
have been waged by Britain in Malaya, Indonesia, 
Yemen, Greece, Cyprus, Suez and Kenya; by France in 
Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia and Algeria; by Holland in 
Indonesia; by tho United State in tho Phillippines, Greece 
and Korea as well as tho armed invasion of Lebanon 
and territorries in Eastern Asia, or the indirect colonial 
w’ar in Guatemala. Tho United States to tho last sought 
to strangle the Chinese Eevolutioii, pouring out six 
billion dollars in supplies and arms for Chiiing Kai Shek, 
and oven after tho final victory of tI)o Chinese Revolution 
in 1949, invading Korea in 1950 and maintaining Chiang 
Kai Shek xinder cover of tho United States Navy in tho 
military occupation of Taiwan. Counter rovohitionary 
puppet regimes have been setup and maintained, by 
imperialist arms and finance, as of Chiang Kai Shek 
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ill Taiwan, Synglmuiii Rliee in South Korea (overthrown 
by the people in I960), Bao Dai and later Ngo Diem 
in Vietnam. Conterrevolutionary assaults, openly 
organised by the West, have been attempted against 
the people’s democratic socialist regimes in Eastern 
Europe (Hungary), or against popular regimes in ex-colo- 
nial countries which have dared to lay hands on imper- 
ialist assets (Tran oil nationalisation under Mossadeq, 
followed by the military coup of General Zahedi). When 
Egypt nationalised the Suez ‘Canal, Britain and France, 
in conjunction with the imperialist satellite Israel, let 
loose full scale war in 1956. Only the united resistance, 
not only of Egyptian people and the Arab Liberation 
movement, but of all the peoples in the world, "with the 
Soviet Union in the forefront, and the Soviet Note to 
Britain playing the final decisive role, brought this brigand 
war to a sudden end with a fiasco wdiose effects still 
resound in British polities. 

Nevertheless, all the major offensives of imperialism 
during this period (China, Korea, Vietnam, Hungary, 
Suez) have ended in failure. In those countries where 
counter-revolutionary regimes maintained by imperialism 
still hold sway, popular anger is steadily swooping them 
away year by year in one country after another. Such 
has been the significance of the fall of the Nuri dictator- 
ship in Iraq in 1958, of Batista in Cuba in 1959, of 
Synghman Rhee in South Korea and Mendercs in Turkey 
in 1960, or the mass popular demonstrations against 
Kishi and the United States- Japanese Military Treaty 
in Japan in 1960. 

A wliolo system of so-called ‘‘cold war” has been 
organised by the Western imperialists, ex])resKcd in a ring 
of military alliances and bases and economic embargoes, 
to encircle the socialist world. This ])rogramme w‘as 
already devised in secret by tho leaders of policy in 
Biitaiu and the United States in 1942, as soon as it 
became clear that fascism was doomed and that its 
downfall w'ould bring the menace of popular revolutions 
and tho victory of socialism all over tho Avorld, Th<‘ 
Chureliill secret memorandum of 1942, later divulged by 
Harold Maemillau, set out the aim of the post-war front 
against Woviet Xhiiou (“Russian barbarism”); while in 
the United States the Manliatta-n ProjiH-t for the cons- 
truction (d' tlio atom bomb wiiH initiattMl in 1942 under 
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tlio cominaiul of General Grovea, who has laior stated 
that he imdcrstood from the first that the ])ui‘poso of 
the atom bomb was essoiiiially inteudocl against the 
Soviet Union (the trial tiso against Japan in 1945«was not 
to hasten the surrender of Jux)aii, whi<4i M71 s already 
suing to surrender, but as the first shot in the cold war 
to demonstrate the power of the now atomic weapon for 
after tiio ww). The first iniblic x)roclamation of the 
programme was in tho Churchill Fulton spooeli of 1 940, 
delivered under the chairmanship of President Truman. 

The Western ‘'cold war’’ programme carried forward 
the general line of the "Anti-Comintern Pact*' of the 
Hitler-Miissolini-Tojo Axis. Indeed, many of tho same 
slogans and propaganda were taken over. Thus the 
slogan of the "Iron Curtain*’ to describe tho socialist 
countries was first coined l)y Goebbels to be usctl in this 
Avay in February, 1945, and then borrow'cd by Sir Winston 
Churchill at Fulton a year later without a(‘kno\vlodgnieut 
of authorshi]). For the i>urpoHO of the programme Nazi 
militarism was rearmed in Western Germany, and Japa- 
nese militarism in Japan, in each case in ox)cu violation 
of the post-w^ar treaties. A scries of sectional military 
alliances, in violation of the United Nations Charter w^as 
organised under iho leadcrshii) of American impcriuHsin; 
tho North Atlantic Treaty Orguniaution in Western and 
Southern Europe; the Central Treaty Organisai ion ( origi- 
nally Baghdad Pact, until the Iraq revolution ended its 
hoadqiiartors ill Baghdad) in tho Middle Erst, drawing 
in Turkey, Iran and Pakistan; and the Soutli East Asia 
Treaty Organisation in South East Asia, alongside the 
United States military alliances covering the Phillippines, 
Tahvaii, South Korea and Japan. A gigantic rearmti- 
ment programme W‘as initiated, American military 
expenditure w^as multixdiod to forty times the pre-war 
level. United States overseas military bases w'cre estab- 
lished in all tho satellite countries of the alliance, whoso 
countries in return received economic subsidies and 
military suiipUes from the United States. 

In tho initial strategy of the "cold war’^’ the atom 
bomb was regarded as tho decisive weapon of powder of 
tho West. On the basis of monopoly of the atom bomb 
Western publicists declared during the iirst phase after 
the war, and after the demonstration at Hiroshima and 
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Nagasaki, tiuifc world power had now passed to the 
United States and Britain, that the Soviet Union and 
all other countries were henceforth second class po^^ers, 
and that on the basis of a throat of the use of the atomic 
weapon a ‘‘showdown** could be reached with the Soviet 
Union to compel the socialist world to surrender to 
the terms imposed by the West. 

These illusions were soon shattered. The Western 
Powers discovered by 1947 that they had no atomic 
monopoly. The proposals, annually presented by the 
Soviet Union to the United Nations, for the banning and 
destruction of all nuclear weapons, were repeatedly voted 
down by the Western Powers. Hence the Soviet Union 
was compelled to develop nuclear weapons to counter 
those of the West. In a short time the superiority of 
Soviet science was demonstrated. With the develop- 
ment of the hydrogen bomb and the long-range rocket 
it became clear by the middle fifties that Soviet science 
and technology had left the Western levels behind since 
1953. The«Sputnik in 1957 demonstrated this new situ- 
ation in the world. Whereas previously all the Western 
strategists and publicists had poured out prophecies of 
the coming atomic destruction and military occupation of 
the Soviet Union, proclaimed in magazines and litera- 
ture spread in millions of coi)ies over the world it Avas 
now revealed that the Soviet inter continental ballistic 
missile could destroy Avith pinpoint accuracy, not only 
every base in American satellite countries, but also with 
in the territorry of the United states, Avhile the United 
States had still no corresponding. Aveapon in operation 
by 1980. In place of the former bombast of nuclear 
superiority, hysteria over the “missile gap” now domi- 
nated American and the other Western political and 
strategic discussion. 

Thus the experience of recent years had increasingly 
demonstrated the bankruptcy of the Western “policies 
of strength’*. The change in the balance of the AA'orld, 
the advance of the countries of socialism and national 
liberation to a majoritj’' position and the relegation of 
imperialism to a minority position, and the vanishing of 
the dreams of nuclear monopoly or superiority, have 
brought defeat to the old policies and compelled now 
approaches. It became widely recognised that the only 
alternative to the cold AA^ar and the fatal “policies of 
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«fcrcugbh’* was to lulvanco to soriourt top-lovoi uegotiation 
on a bajsis of equality in order to ropla(?o th<% cold w«ar 
by xjoacofiil co-oxistciioo, and the arm« race and ban 
nuclear weapons. 

The first approch to top-level negotiations between 
Bast and West was made at the yuminit (^inference of 
the United States, Britain, Franee i>ud the Soviet Union 
at Geneva in 1955. Enormous popular enthusiasm was 
aroused in all cotintries by a prospect of a shift from 
the cold war to peaceful co-existonco. Alarmed by the 
prospect thus opened out that peaceful co-existence 
would lead to still further advance of the peoples, 
national liberation and socialism in tbo world and to 
further weakening of imperialism the leaders of the 
Western Powers reversed the engines repudiated at tho 
subsequent Foreign Ministers’ CouFcreaico tho provisional 
steps to agrecinont reached at Geneva, and resumed tho 
path of active aggression. There followed tho war of 
Britain and France in Suez in 195d, an<l the armed 
occupation of Lebanon and Jordan by the United States 
and Britain in 1958. 

Once again tho aggressive moves of imperialism 
ended in failure. Tho economic and technical superior 
tempo of advance of socialism continued to iucroaso. 
Tho nuclear superiority of socialism continued to 
increase. National liberation swept forward. So 
followed tho second api)roach towards to})-lovol nego- 
tiation between the same Four Powers, scheduled to bo 
held at Paris in May, 1960. This time the enemicfs of 
peaceful oo-oxistence and the champions of the cold 
war had to resort to extraordinary violent measures, 
through the aggressive invasion by a jet plane capable 
of carrying a hydrogen bomb, liOO miles into tho Soviet 
Union, on the very eve of the planned Conference, and 
subsequent official justification of this act of aggression 
and violation of international law on grounds of 
military necessity. In this way, so long as the right 
of aggression and invasion was thus publicly uphold, 
negotiation was rendered impossible, ancl tho ('oivforc'nce 
could not take idaco. 

Thus wo have reached a moment in tho international 
situation which is in certain respects comparablo to the 
precarious situation described in this book in 1936. Once 
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a'^aiii tli 0 is^ue of psaco or \var hangs in th^ balance. 
Once again the fatal and the suicidal path of anti-Soviet 
and anti-Oommunist obsession, wliicli led the Western 
statesmen then to support Hitler’s rearmament and 
aggression, and thus open the gates to the second world 
war, has led them anew along the same track to the 
negotiation of the American-led system of military 
alliances against the socialist world, the rearming of Nazi 
and Japanese militarism, and the proclamation of the 
NATO crusade against the Soviet TThloii and communism 
to cover the real aggressive aims of Western imperialism 
and its hostility to the aspirations of the peoples. 

But this time the stakes are higher, A world war 
with modern nuclear weapons could cause incalculable 
destruction. So long as nuclear weapons are maintained, so 
long as the arms race and the confrontation of military 
alliances through the cold war is maintained, an incident 
or a local eonfiict could rapidly lead to such large-scale 
nuclear M'ar. 

At the same time the strength of the forces of the 
peoples on the side of peace is immesurably greater. 
Before 1914 the old Socialist International, with its 
twelve million members, was not yet strong enough or 
united enough to be able to prevent the first world 
war. Before the second world war the very much 
greater, though not yet fully united, strength of the 
peace movement of the peoples in Western Europe, in 
cooperation of the strength of the Soviet Union, came 
within an ace of compelling the reversal of the Muiiichite 
policies of the Western rulers and thus preventing the 
second world war. To-day the strength of the socialist 
third of the world, of the peoples of the newly 
independent states who are opposed to imperialism and who 
desire peace, and of the working class and people’s 
movement for peace in the imperialist countries, is 
indisputably greater than the strength of the aggressive 
forces of imperialism. The outcome will depend on Ihe 
vigilance and unity and organisation oJ* the peoples in the 
cause of peace. Hence thirtl world war is not 
inevitable. Given nocessai y vigilance and unity of the 
peoples, the drive of imperialism lo war can be defeated, 
and pc^accful co-cxistcnco can bo won. 
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The positive j^erspectivo ^vhic]i the end of the cold 
war and victory of peaceful co-oxisteneo wouhl bring 
within view, through the further iulvanco of the peoples 
tlirough out the world, the peaceful transition to the 
socialist organisation of society, and the consequent 
mastery of all natural, scientific} and tccluuoal resources 
for the benefit of mankind, is breathtaking in the 
horizons which would open out before us. But wo cannot 
afford to under-estimate the dangers of the present 
critical moment in human history. For this reason the 
supreme aim of peace must necessarily govern our 
immediate approach to every question of the present 
international situation. 


July 7, 1960 


R, Palme Duit 



CHAPTER I 


The New World Situation 


*'Sinoe the war the manifest forces of Satan have been more 
conspicuously at large*’ 

RT. HON. STANLEY BALDWIN, addressing a Wesleyan 
Methodist meeting, The Times, February 22nd, 1926. 

At the present daj% in the midst of lowering international 
clouds on all sides, it is not necessary to emphasise the 
urgency of the problems of world politics. It is sufiBoiently 
clear to all that we are faced with questions which this 
generation must solve on pain of destruction. In every 
sphere, economic and political, antagonisms and conflicts 
are advancing to bursting-point. 

The whole world situation since 1914 is so profoundly 
new in every respect, the whole balance of forces is so 
completely changed from what existed before 1914, and 
is daily further changing, that we need, without illusions, 
without facile preconceptions, to take stock afresh of the 
issues of our epoch as they are developing to-day. 

The eighteen years since the Armistice are no closed 
period; every division is of necessity arbitrary, and every 
period is one of greater or less transition and change. 
The old pre-war issues have not vanished, but are merged 
and transformed into the post-war, and these in turn into 
those of today. Nevertheless, on a survey of the broad 
outlines of the world situation in 1936, it is increasingly 
evident that all the issues of our epoch, which have been 
accumulating for nearly two decades since the ending of 
the war, are coming to a head in the period that is now 
opening. 

The settlements that followed the war have crumbled. 
Washington has gone; Locarno has gone; the greater 
part of Versailles has gone, except for the territorial and 
colonial settlements, and these are now the object of 
attack from the revisionist offensive. World economic 
stabilisation: has dissolved since the world economic crisis. 
Thft TifiamiA of NatiimA has revealed its weakness once 



20 


World Politico, I91S-1936 


anew over tlio Italo-Abyssiuiiiii war, following its demons- 
tration of impotenee before the war of Japan for tlie 
oonquest of North China. All the questions of the future 
of world organisation, of war and peace, of international 
political relations, are thrown into the melting-pot. 

What is to follow the post-war order that the victorious 
imperialist I’owers si»ught t-o establish and that to-day 
crumbling '! Within imperialism the challenging, revisionist 
Powers, led by Nazi Geimany, Irascist Italy and Fascist- 
militarist Japan, drive forwaid their offensive. This issue 
dominates the world situation today. In place of the old, 
obsolete post-war issue of reparations and war debts, of 
reduction of armaments, etc., new questions occupy the 
centre of the stage today: questions of the so-called 
“Have*’ and “Have Not” Powers, of the redistribution of 
colonics, of the distribution of colonial raw metorials, of 
revisionism and the sfatm quo, of collective security and 
the localisation of u ar, of economic self-aufflcioncy. of 
rearmament. All these questions and slogans of tho 
present day express with ominous clearness tho advance 
of imperialism oiioo again to war for the re-division of 
the world, 1914 solved nothing. 

The menace of new world war overhangs tho present 
world situati<m. On all sides tho world is felt to be 
drifting to catastrophe without control; yet tho majority 
of political loaders and statesmen have no solution to 
offer. What must be cloiio ? Can a new world war be 
prevented ? How ? This question tears at the hearts of 
the masses of the population in every country. 

The world situation is judged by many to rosomblo 
that on the eve of 1914, Yet in fact tho differences arc 
far-reaching. These differences are the outcome of tho 
whole development of the two decades between, decades 
which in their rate of development are equivalent to 
centuries in previous times. These differences are not 
only in the relations of tho imperialist Powers. They lie 
still more in the deeper social changes which are 
transforming the whole basis of existing society. 

Tho relations of capitalism and socialism have 
andergone a profound change with tho establishment of 
the Soviet Union, and its building of the first socialist 
economy. The Soviet Union daily grow'^s in strength 
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and occupies now the position of the second world Power 
in economic-political weight. This is a situation to which 
previous history knows no parallel. On the basis of its 
growing strength the Soviet Union is able to exercise 
an increasing influence in w'orld politics. The relations 
of the capitalist world and of the Soviet Union, and in 
particxilar of the efforts of the reactionary and Fascist 
sections of imperialism to promote war against the 
Soviet Union, and of the Soviet Union to build up a 
world front f<w peace, raise far-reaching questions for 
the future. 

But this growing transformation in the relations of 
capitalism and socialism is expressed also directly in the 
capitalist world. These two decades have produced a 
profound awakening and growth of strength and 
consciousness in the working class through all the world- 
shattering events since 1914, an awakening 'which has 
affected also all the lower and middle strata of the 
population, and undermined the basis of the old social 
order. Capitalism in decay has turned increasingly to 
methods of violent reaction and repression, and in an 
increasing series of countries, to Fascist dictatorship to 
maintain its rule. This in turn has led to the growth of 
the working class united front and of the people’s front 
in a series of countries. The battles of recent years in 
Austria, in Franco, in Spain, in Poland, as also in China, 
in India and in a series of South American countries, 
have show'n that the world stands, not only on the eve 
of a menacing new world war, but also on the eve of a 
now series of revolutionary struggles, which are likely to 
lead to big transformations, and which may even in the 
most favourable conditions defeat the menace of a new 
world war, or else turn it rapidly to a different outcome. 

For this rise of new social forces extends not only to 
the capitalist countries of Western and Central Europe 
and America, but equally to the colonial and semi-colonial 
countries under the rule of imperialism. The colonial 
peoples are advancing to throw off the imperialist yoke. 
Soviet China leads the w'ay in the establishment of a 
new form which equally knows no parallel in the world of 
1914, The national revolutionary movement advances in 
China as a whole, in India, in the Near and Middle East, 
in Africa, in Central and South America. The battalions 
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of the overwhelraiug majority of the human raco are 
in motion. 

The old dominant world social order, which found its 
culmination in the imperialist era since the beginning of 
the twentieth century, met its first shattering in the 
events that began with 1914, the catastrophe lot loose 
by its own hand, and since then has found no i)oaco or 
recovery. Tho year 1914 sounded the historic signal for 
basic change from the old bankrupt imperialist order to 
the new world socialist order. That clmngo was begun 
in the events leading out of tho first world war, but 
it was only begun. Over the greater part of the world 
the attempt was still made to rebuild the old. Therefore 
the old j)roblems of tho decaying order have had to 
recur today with a hundredfold redoubled force. This 
is the signal that calls us to new struggles. The great 
changes that were then begun, but only begun, have now 
to bo carried through over the greater part of the world. 

Wo wdio are living today arc faced with big issues 
in the coming years. They are world issues. We cannot 
cut down or limit our outlook from facing thorn, as they 
must be faced, on a world plane, Tho next twenty years 
arc likely to bo decisive for the future of the world and 
of world organisation* Wo need to be equipped and 
ready to moot thorn* 



CHAPTER II 


The Problem Of World Politics 


‘‘Socrates Raid ho was nob an Alhonian or a Greek, but a 
citizen of the world” 

PLUTARCH, On Bauslunm'*. 

What is the subject*matter of “world politics'* ‘I 
Why have the problems of world politics to-day become 
more urgent than at any previous time in history ? 

In order to approach this question it will be easiest to 
begin with an illustration. 

In the beginning of 1936 a current report of the Air 
Correspondent of one of the leading London journals 
announced : 

“Aeroplanes built on the ‘geodetic’ principle as 
embodied in a new type of Air Force General Purposes 
machine, details of which were divulged a few days ago, 
will have so great a range that every capital in Europe 
will be within striking distance of bases in Great Britain. 
It follows that any part of Great Britain will be within 
range of air bases in countries whose frontiers are 1,500 
miles away, 

‘ Although the ‘Wellesley’ General Purposes machine 
was not designed especially for bombing, it could, without 
sacrifice of the load safety factor, fly 8,000 miles. It 
could carry a considerable load of bombs 2,000 miles, and 
return to its base, on one load of fuel. Thus in the 
European area encompassed by its radius of effective 
action lie Leningrad. Moscow, Athens, Rome and Madrid.’’ 

{Observer, January 19th, 1936) 

The type of fact here illustrated is familiar to every 
reader. It may sound strangely in the ears of an 
inhabitant of the world a hundred years hence; but to us 
of the presciit day this and a hundred similar daily 
facts are tlie common place stuff of the world as we 
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know it. It is, however, plain on a moment’s ronoction 
that this type of faot ooiitaina a sufiieietitly striking 
microcosm ot* the present world situation. 

The newest make of aeroplane, wo lea,rn, is able to 
cover in a single llight 8,000 miles, or one third tlio 
distance rouml the earth. The distance! from the furthest 
j)oint to the furthest point in Great lirifcain is 600 miles, 
in France 600 miles, in Germany 500 inil<\s. and even in 
the contiueni-al expanse of the United States, roughly 
4,000 miles. Truly it would appear that we arc coiupiering 
space and overcoming the old national limitations and 
separations. In relation to modern transport the 
different countries of Europe are bocoming.like next-door 
back-gardens. Yet the thought to which this development 
immediately gives rise in a representative of modern 
civilisation, such as the Air Correspondent of this 
London journal, is that it will now be possible to bomb 
towns 2,003 miles away. In particular, this British 
Journal notes in the forefront of its cxamjdes tluit it 
will now ho possible for British a-eroplanes to bojub 
Louiugrad an<l Moscow. 

If wo wish to understand the reasons for this singular 
stage of human dcvelo])ment which is illustrated in this 
example hi the year 1936, we shall need to make a long 
journey. For the prt)blem which this situation indicates 
is the underlying 'vliat is term(‘d “world 

politics/* 

1, Tho^ Central Problem of World Poll lien. 

The questions of world jiolitics— still often sjaikon (d' 
in the conventional localist idiom as “foreign politics’* — 
have increasingly occupied the forefront of attention 
during the past two decades. The unity and interdojiendenco 
of the modem world, the necessity of world 
organisation, these are commonidaces of discussion. 
first world war revealed in a very sharp form Iho 
consequences of the oxisthig world anarchy^ The world 
anarchy is no mnv thing; it has continued its blind (‘ourso 
throughout human history u]) to the present. But 
under modern technical and political conditions, with 
the extreme shrinkage of the world, it is increasingly 
recognised by all, including those who seek to defend 
and maintain the existing social onlor, that the 
continuance of this world anarchy is the law of destruction. 
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and that, in the common phrase of these advocates as 
they see the situation, “another war would moan the 
end of civilisation.” (“Who in Europe does not know that 
one more war in the West, and the civilisation of the 
ages will fall with as great a shock as that of Rome 
Baldwin, January 8th, 1926), Nevertheless, these same 
advocates, in their capacity as political leaders and 
statesmen of the existing imperialist States, continue to 
press forward, and within the limits of their responsibilities 
see no alternative to pressing forward, preparations on 
a greater scale than ever before for another war, and 
pursue policies which, if continued unchecked, can only 
finally make its outbreak certain. 

What is the reason for this seeming contradiction ? 
To understand what lies behind this contradiction, it is 
necessary to come closer to the concrete realities of 
world politics. 

For the eighteen years since the ending of the war 
the leading statesmen of the old world have proclaimed 
the aim of a new world older. New forms of world 
organisation have been attempted such as the League of 
Nations. Innumerable international conferences have 
been held. Treaties, covenants, pacts, renunciations of 
w^ar, disarmament negotiations, security guarantees and 
international diplomatic documents of every kind stack 
the shelves of the Foreign OfS.ces of the world (the staff 
of the British Foreign Office has increased from 183 in 
1913 to 766 in 1932, and already in 1932 it was reported 
that post*war pacts require more room on the shelves 
than the treaties of the preceding seventy years). Nor 
would it be correct to fail to recognise that in all the 
total sitxiation of sharpened advance to war new elements 
and factors have also appeared which offer possibilities, 
even though under heavy limitations, of placing obstacles 
in the way of renewed war. 

Nevertheless, at the end of it all we have to ask the 
question : What have we so far reached ? If we compare 
1913 with 1936 we are compelled to say that in many 
respects the world situation as a whole has sharpened 
and worsened. The year 1913 is now often referred to 
as if it had been a golden age, a standard in relation to 
which the existing decline in a whole series of spheres 
is measured. 
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Take lii'st the simplest baronioi(*r — annaments. The 
headlong advance of the arm aments race in the ])resent 
stage is manifest. But indeed t he Avhole })ost-\Vii.r ])eri()d, 
even before the present extreme s])urt, Inis seen a. more 
or less otmtinuous heavy and increasing advance on 
pre-war levels. Even the very incomplete olli(fial returns 
of world armaments expcnditiue show an increase from 
2,531 million <lollars in 1913 to 3,592 millions in 1925 
and 4,9(10 millions in 1934. Betwcum 19111 and 1930, 
according to the est imate issued by the Foreign Policy 
Association of New York, the arnuiments expenditure 
of the five leading Powers — Britain, the United States, 
France, Italy and .Japan— measured in gold dollars, rose 
from 1,243 millions to 2,209 millions, or an increase of 
78 per cent. The naval expenditure of the same five 
Powers, all signatories of the Washington “limitation"’ 
Treaty, rose between 1912 and 1934 from £105 millions 
to £191 millions, an increase of £86 millions, or 82 per 
ooiit, as against an increase of £77 millions for the whole 
period, 1886—1912 (Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond, 
dea Power in the, Modern World). The Oermau Bureau 
of Economic Research (Institut fur Konjuktur forslung) 
issued the following estimate of the relution of the totals 
of world armament cxpimdituro atul world production 
(index iigures on the basis of 1928 as 100) between 1913 
and 1032 : 


1913 

1929 

1930 
1932 


Word ArniimiMd. 
ISxiKUidifuro 

64 .. 
104 .. 
.136 .. 
107 .. 


World I’roduciion 
fi4 
104 
87 
56 


All this was bofoi'o tho collapse of the Workl Disaraaincnt 
Conforcuoe, before tho collapse of the Washington and 
London Naval Limitation Treatu's, and before tho new 
race initialed hy Gorman learmamcnt. 

But this heavy advance of tho two decades, 1913-1933, 
is eolii)sod by the headlong now “rearmament” race which 
has now set in and which d.aily gathers momentum, British 
armaments expenditure has risen from £104 millions in 
1932 to £160 millions in 19?6, with £25 millions supple- 
mentary provision for additional expenditure, or an 



The Problem of World Politics 


27 


effective increase of 78 per cent in four year apart from 
the prospects of a rearmament loan programme. United 
States armaments expenditure has increased from 628 
million dollars in 1933 to 1,161 millions in 1936, or an 
increase of 85 percent in three years. Japanese armaments 
expenditure has increased from 454 million yen in 1931 to 
1,322 millions in 1936, or nearly a trebling in four years, 
reaching to an allocation of 58 per cent of the budget for 
war, apart from additional loan expenditure. German 
rearmament since Hitler, which has been the heaviest of 
all, remains secret. According to Churchiirs estimate 
in the House of Commons on March 13th, 1936, it has 
reached the colossal total of £1,600 millions in the first 
three years of the Hitler regime, 1933-35. Faced with 
these overwhelming war preparations and open war 
provocations of Germany' and Japan on either side, the 
Soviet Union (which alone of the Powers has proposed 
total disarmament) has been compelled to raise its military 
expenditure from 5,000 million roubles in 1934 to 8,000 
millions in 1935 and 14,800 millions in 1936. although 
these figures represent a lesser proportion of the total 
budget than in the case of other Powers. 

There is no mistaking where these armaments figures 
point. 

Armaments are, however, only the superficially and 
most easily obvious symptom of the present stage of the 
world situation. 

Turn to international political relations, which are 
reflected in armaments. Can we say that the situation 
shows an improvement on 1913 ? The pre-war system of 
the two clearly defined 6foc6‘ of opposing Powers in Europe, 
the Triple Entente and the Triple Alliance, has not been 
reproduced in the present situation. But hundred new 
causes of war have arisen all over the world. The Fascist 
revisionist war offensive, led by Germany, Italy and 
Japan, drives forward. Japan and Italy are already 
engaged in war. The menace of Nazi Germany hangs over 
Europe. The issues of war have extended beyond Europe 
with the triple antagonism of Britain, the United States' 
and Japan in the Pacific, the far-reaching Anglo-American 
antagonism throughout the world, and the combined 
menace of war by Germany and Japan against the vSoviet 
Union. 
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It is true that a numbi?^ of new factors liiivo arisen in 
international relations, such ns the League of Nations, the 
attempts to realise collective security (a ooncej)tion 
unknown in any generalised from in the world before 
1914), the various peace pacta and regional security pacts 
all of which reflect endeavours to arrest the 
advance to war, and even seek to do so along 
lines gedng eonsidorahly further tlian the Hague 
Conferences or Concert of Europe of the old pre-war 
period. Public concern on the questions of w^ar or 
peace, and on the issues of foreign policy, is far more 
strongly aroused in all countries; and new forces have 
arisen on the side of the fight for peace, which it will 
be necessary to consider in fuller detail later. Nevertheless 
it is clear to all that the diplomatic attempts so far made 
diminish the growing antagonisms or stem the advance to 
war have only revealed their weakness and incapacity to 
check war or the most flagrant aggression. The events of 
past five years have shown the shattering of one instrument 
after another of the existing international political order. 
They have seen the unchecked Japanese offensive in the 
Far East, in defiance of the League of Nations, the Kellogg 
Pact or the Washington Treaties, carving up the living 
body of China and threatening extended war throughout 
Eastern Asia. They have seen the war of Bolivia and 
Paraguay in South America, equally unchecked, and fostered 
by arms and supplies from the leading Powers, until only 
the exhaustion of the combatants brought it to an end. 
They have seen the collapse of the World Disarmament 
Conference and of the World Economice Conference. They 
have seen the advance of Hitler to power in Germany and 
the open Nazi drive to war, casting its shadow^ across all 
the countries in Europe. They have seen the unchecked 
Italian spoilation of Abyssinia. And as a result of all these 
developments the present situation of international 
tension is undoubtedly greater even than in 1914. 


In the pre-war period before 1914 sharp diplomatic 
crises of the major Powers in Europe, giving premonitions 
of future war, occurred in 1905, in 1908 and in 1911. But 
in the present period diplomatic crisis succeeds diplomatic 
crisis in almost \inbroken succession, each further 
aggravating the situation and preparing the way for the 
next: and a British Prime Minister is able to speak of a 
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**luir* in foreign affairs when he sees the possibility of a 
few weeks passing without a sharp international crisis. 

What of international economic relations ? Here the 
breakdown of the oid stability of the pre-war era is even 
more glaring. Pre-war capitalism was characterised by the 
single world gold standard, which appeared to the men of 
that timeas immovable as a natural law, although in reality 
refleotinj; the temporary conditions of British financial 
world domination, by the unity of the world market and 
of world prices, by the extreme mobility of capital across 
frontiers, by a relative freedom of migration within the 
European- American world, and by an almost continuously 
ascending level of production and of international trade. 
All these basic characteristics of the old stable capitalism 
have disappeared in the present period, and given place 
to extreme instability, the chaos of currencies, elaborate 
restrictions on trade and production, a heavy fall in the 
export of capital, lowered levels of international trade, 
intensified economic warfare and the tendencies of 
monopolist isolationism loosely spoken of as ‘'national 
self-su fficiency * * or “autarchy . ’ ’ 

Finality, in the sphere of internal politics^ we see the 
extreme intensification of class antagonisms, reaching to 
the point of civil war in a number of countries, to revolu- 
tionary developments of world significance in vast regions 
of the earth, to the simultaneous growth of counter- 
revolutionary and Fascist dictatorships for the maintenance 
of the existing class rule in other countries, and in 
this way leading to the increased political disparateness 
of different groups of countries and the further intensifi* 
cation of world antagonisms. 

Thus the picture of the world to-day is the picture of 
a world in the throes of conflict in every sphere. On the 
face of it the conclusion might appear justified that the 
world situation as a whole in the past two decades, in 
spite of all the contrary efforts and propaganda for world 
unity and peace on a acale never before equalled, has 
moved further away than before from world unity and 
peace and towards increasing world antagonisms. 

What is the meaning of this process ? Does it mean 
that the conception of world unity and of an ultimate 
ordered world society is a phantasm out of relation to 



30 


World PolUics, 1918—1936 


realities 'i This is tlio couclusiou of one school of thought, 
the traditional roactiouary,Conservativo or Fascist schotd, 
whose rcarling of history secs the law of the tigc'r as the 
inovitablo ultimate law of hiiniau affairs. A typical oxpro* 
ssiou of this outlook is to be found in the interview given 
by the aged Clemeneeau shortly before his death (reprinted 
in Foregn Ajjalm for November 1928) : 

“At one time I was to bo numbered with tluvse who 
liold that the horrors of the world war from which w© 
liavo emerged were such as would destroy for over the 
lust of war in tho breasts of European nations, but 
the more I ponder over things, tho loss am I inclined 
to take that view to-day. On the contrary, I believe 
that we have a long way to travel before wc reach that 
goal, and I fear that the way is going to be coveied 
with the bodies of the dead and wet with the tears 
and blood of millions. 

“How long it will take tho nations of Europe to arrive 
at the conclusion that w’ar is too deadly a weapon to 
be used, I cannot toll you, because I do not know, 

“If I thought that it were possible to rouse the public 
conscience of tho world against war, I wotild devote 
the ren\aining hours of my life to wc^rking with 
men of good will of whatsoever nation iti order to 
outlaw this cuir greatest curse for ever, but I am not 
subject to delusions* ^ 

The logical completion of this outlook, wdiieh is in fact 
nothing but a completely conscious expression of tho 
impotence of the bourgeoisie before the task of world 
organisation, is to bo found to-day, not merely in tho 
Fascist glorification of warforitsowu sake as a supposedly 
natural and eternal law, but still moro in tho practical 
working principles of the general staffs at tho present day; 
as revealed in study of current military literature. These 
principles have recently received their most naked, if 
insanely lucid, demonstration in Liidondorff’s latest book; 
Totalitarian Tfar (Der Totah Krieg, Munich, 1935), In 
this work he most brilliant strategist produced by 
modern imperialism demonstrates that the next war will 
be war for the extermination of whole peoples. ax\d that 
therefore the entire activities and every waking moment 
of every man, woman and child must hehoeforth be 
directed 'and organised in preparation for this. Given the 
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assumptions, the demonstration is completely logical 
and lucid, the insanity is only the insanity of the iinal 
stage of world imperialism. 

Another school, a Liberal school, sees with mournful 
3ycs the present p.eriod as a period of the disintegration of 
civilisation and the return to barbarism, The Liberal 
publicist, L. S. Woolf, writes (in his Introduction to The 
IntdU(jeiii Ma}i\s Way to Prevent War) : 

“Daring the war of 1914 to 1918 Europe took a big 
step on the road back to barbarism, in the years 19i23 
to 1933 it has taken another and even bigger step* • •• 

“What we are now witnessing and living through is 
a rebellion of all that is savage in us, of all the savages 
in our midst, against civilisation. The war w^as the 
first stage in this decline and fall of Western 
civilisation, and the shock which that war gave to the 
whde of our society offered an opportunity to the 
barbarians to carry their work of destruction a stage 
further. We are at present in the middle of this 
second stage. The barbarians are already in the 
ascendancy; they have broken through the frontiers of 
civilisation and they are now de.stroying it from wdthin:’’ 

These melancholy speculations have their basis as a 
reflection of the break up and decay of the existing social 
order based on class domination ^abstractly identihed 
with “civilisation** in general), and of the increasing 
violence and barbarism accompanying that decay, 
typically expressed in the anti- cultural crusades of 
Fascism. Where they fall short, however, as an adequate 
picture of the world situation to-clay lies in the inability 
to, see the new forces that are arising in the midst of the 
break-up and gaining strength in the battle, to solve the 
problems which the existing ruling class has failed to 
solve, and carry forward human culture to new heights. 

The tendencies to pessimistic speculations on the 
present period of world liistorj^ w'hethcr on the part of 
traditionalist reactionaries, of the open Fascist barbarians, 
or of despondent Liberals, are widespread at present. 
They are the apiu’opriate expression of the mood of a 
dying class. But they are of little practical value for 
understanding and meeting the problems oF the 
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present situation The process of hist >ry is working 
itself out, through all the chaos and conllicts. 
The antagonisms arc brought out into the open 
more sharply than ever before, in order that they may bo 
^e8olv(^d. TIio forces that can solve them are arising, are 
alrea<ly visibly })roseiit and operating in the world 
situation. It is for all who are eonconied lor tlie future of 
human life and of human values to endeavour to under- 
stand the real for(3es of the world situation and their part 
in the world historical process. Bub this requires a 
revolutionisation of traditional modes of thought and 
outlook. 

The unification of the world, the growing in terdcpendenco 
and interrelation of human activity and devtdopmont 
all over the world, are to-day becoming more and more a 
reality. This is a now chapter in human history. The 
unification of the world is in the first stage the work of 
capitalism. Capitalism creates the world market. As 
capitalism develops to imperialism, it draws the whole 
world still closer in a network of economic redations, even 
though those relations are still based on slavery and 
exploitation. But this unification of the world through 
capitalism is built on an antagonistic basis. The inner 
diviaon of competitive anarcliy and clays subjeci io)), which 
constitutes the heart of capitalism, is rcproduce<l on a 
world scale. On the onoside, the world unilicatum is based 
on the subjection of the colonial majority of the human 
race to the rule of finance-capital. On the otlier side, world 
imperialism consists of a sories of warring monopolist 
groups, each seeking domination and expansion at tlic 
expense of the rest. Hence, while capitalism has laid the 
basis for world unity, and while in consoqmuuuj the 
conception of world unity has now become possible and 
widely current in all circles including among many of the 
leading statesmen and thinkers of the existing ruling 
class, capitalism by its own inner law is incapabh^ of 
realising world unity. This the wliole present period of 
world history is demonstrating. In consequence it remains 
for the now social order which is succeeding capitnlit-m 
to realise the world unity for w^hich capitalism has laid 
the basis. 

The problem of tvorld polities is the problem of collective 
world organimtion. But the conditions for the solution of 
this problem require father definition* 
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2. World Unity and World Antagonism 

The shrinkage of the world in the most recent period 
has become a familiar topic. The process which began a 
century and a half ago with the development of steam 
power has been enormously accelerated by all the scientific 
and technical developments of the last two decades. 

This is not only a question of transport and communica- 
tions, whose acceleration, as well as extension by new 
means throughout the world, has transformed world rela- 
tions; and will ultimately assist to destroy the basis of 
regional separatism in the new era in the same way as the 
development of railways in the nineteenth Century assisted 
the destruction of the old parochialism and the 
consolidation of the modern centralised States. 

It is also a question of the whole scale of production in 
relation to world resources, world areas and world 
population. Despite the existence of contrary tendencies 
of extreme significance, the concentration and 
organisation of large scale production in the hands of a 
diminishing number of giant enterprises controlling vastly 
augmented productive forces has gone enornaously 
forward in the post-war period. 

The modern mammoth concerns such as the German 
Steel Trust (formed in 1926 with a capital of £72 millions), 
the German Dyestuffs Trust (formed in 1926 with a capital 
of £t'0 millions), Imperial Chemical Industries in Britain 
(formed in 1928 with a capitail of £60 millions), Unilever 
(formed in 1929 and controlling companies with a capital 
of £200 millions), or Vickers- Armstrong (formed in 1929 
and controlling with subsidiaries a capital of £7 8 millions), 
as well as such previously existing trusts as the United 
States Steel Corporation (formed in 1901 with £1,370 
millions capital, and in 1925 employing 249,030 workers as 
against 168,000 in 1002), or the two rival world oil 
monopolies of America and Britain, have gone forward and 
to-day far exceed in their total scope and range of their 
operations and world influence their pre-war prototypes. 
To-day the twenty or so largest trusts of world 
imperialism hold a far more preponderant position in 
world economic life and a far more complete and 
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all-pervadiug indueiico on the policies of their respective 
States than was the situation even in the highly 
developed imperialism of before the war. 

Farther, the State in all the loading etipitalist 
oounteies in the post-war period luis become more and 
more closely identified with the Avholo field of economic 
organisation, actively promoting the organisation of 
trusts and combinations in every industry, and directly 
associating itself through legislative forms, statutory 
control, direct share-holding, subsidies and financial 
backing, and interlockmg directorates, with the trusts 
thus leading more and more to the type of State 
capitalism. 

These gigantic concerns of modern rationalised 
industry require ever expanding world areas for their 
effective functioning. But here they strike against the 
existing State boundaries, which are in fact only the 
reflection of rival monopolist groupings. The consequent 
ever sharpening and ceaselessly renewed conflict for the 
redivision of the roorld, by economic weapom, by Staie 
legislative weapons, by diplomatic weapons and 
finally by armed warfare, which is in essence 
tlie reflection of the conflict of the enlarged xoorld prodwtive 
forces against the existing social and political forms, is the 
crux of world politics. 

For the growing concentration, and enlargement of 
the scale, of capitalist organisation is not only a 
concentration of capital and of companies, but at the 
f in.Tn<i time, through the consequent concentration and 
large-scale organisation of production, and the consequent 
enlarged possibility for the utilisation of accelerated 
scientific and technical development, drives forward to 
unlimited expansion of production, which in turn 
constantly breaks against the barriers of the existing 
social and political forms. It is impossible to measure 
the gigantic growth of the productive forces in the 
post-war period, because these very limitations, which 
received their classic demonstration in the world 
ecoiiomic crisis, with the consequent slowing of the 
whole rate of advance and artificial restriction of 
•nroduotion. have meant that the full extent of these 
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forces has never been used. But some indication can be 
gathered from the period 1925-1929, the short period of 
temporary stabilisation, when the process of rationalisa- 
tion and expansion was proceeding full speed ahead. In 
those four years German industrial production expanded 
25 per cent, United States 15 per cent, French 30 per 
cent, Belgian 35 per cent, Canadian 40 per cent, The 
example of the Soviet Union has subsequently shown 
how overwhelmingly even these figures of expansion 
could be exceeded, if the fetters of capitalist relations of 
production were removed. But even this expansion was 
too much for the capitalist w^orld. The crash followed. 

The expansion of world production, even within the 
capitalist fetters and omitting the Soviet Union from the 
totals, has far exceeded the growth of world population. 
Already by 1926, despite all the destruction through the 
war, world production had increased in 1913 by 18 per 
cent, as against a growth in world population by 6 per 
cent (Sir Arthur Recovery, p.23). In the subsequent 

years, 1925-1929, the expansion was still more rapid. 
Between 1913 and 1928, while world population increased 
by 10 per cent, world production of foodstuffs and raw 
materials increased by 26 per cent and world industrial 
production by a still greater proportion (“Memorandum 
on Production and Trade 1923 to 1928-29/’ League of 
Nations, 1930, p. 9), It is important to note that this 
expansion applied not only to industrial production, but 
to raw materials and foodstuffs. Thus the growth of 
world wheat production, excluding Russia, advanced from 
3,004 million bushels as the average of 1909-1913 to 3,475 
millions as the average of 1924-1928, and 3,916 millions 
in 1928, or an advance of 38 per cent, as against an 
advance of 9 per cent in world population; it was brought 
down the following year by artificial restriction to 3,380 
millions (“Wheat Studies” of the Food Research Institute 
of Stanford University, California, January 1930), The 
world economic crisis was especially symptomatic of the 
present stage of the world situation in that it was a 
crisis of simultaneous over-production of foodstuffs, raw 
materials and industrial goods. 

It is thus abundantly clear that there is no world 
“over-population.^* The plea of “over-population,” of 
the “pressure of rising population on natural resources/’ 
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oto„ -which is commonly put forward l>y reactionary and 
imperialist schools of thought ns the natural and God- 
givoii cause of the drive to expansion and war, has 
domon?trahly no basis in world facts, that is, in the 
physical and technical facts of world resources and world 
prodxiction. The alleged **ovor-X^opulation’* of j)articular 
countries is in the llrst place rolalivo to the soeial 
relations within those eountrios, and is llnally (tlie soeond 
is in reality the rcllootion and consequeueo of the Hrst) 
relative to the existing system of division of the unity of 
world economy. On a wnrld scale the advance of the 
productive forces and even of actual production far 
outstrips the advance of population. 

Potentially, then, Ave have all the conditions present 
for world abundance and for immeasurable advance for 
every inhabitant of the globe. For the actual expansion 
of production boars no relation to the potential expansion 
which could bo achieved, if the existing fetters wore 
removed, if world unity were achieved, if the world 
schemes which are already in the minds of engineers and 
scientists could bo realised. 

But instead, what is the acttinl ])icturo of the Avorld ? 
Wo see in the first place antagonistic relations Aviihin 
each country of the iniporialist world, and we see these 
antagonistic relatums reproduced on a larger canvas in 
the world as a whole. 

The world as a whole is divided into a series of 
independent sovereign States, nominally of some sixty to 
seventy sovereign States, actually, beneath this juridical 
form, into a handful of great Power groupings with their 
dependencies and satellites, each inaintainixig its indepen- 
dence of action and recognising no common Iuav, It is 
true that there exists a vast body of %vhat is termed 
“international laAv”; but this bloodless caricature lacks 
the first essential foundation of law in capitalist society, 
the existence of a sovereign power capable of enforcing 
it, and in reality is no more than a codification of existing 
practice of minor matters of intercourse bctw^cen nations, 
or practices of war, so far as the sovereign participants 
find it in their interests to maintain these, Avitliout 
validity save by the will of the sovereign participants, 
and impotent before all major conflicts. 
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The relationship between these Powers is one of 
ceaseless conflict, sometimes breaking out into open war, 
at other times veiled beneath the forms of diplomacy. 
But as a modern acute observer of political realities has 
remarked, ‘"Diplomacy is potential war” (R. G. Hawtrey 
Economic Aspects of Sovereignty, 1930, p. 107). 

The State frontiers or the frontiers of the power- 
groupings are essentially closed frontiers, or hedged 
round with ever more complicated forms of monopolist 
restrictions, only raising the barbed wire in particular 
directions in order to make partial alliances against 
third parties. 

The resulting economic picture of the world is one of 
extreme disorganisation cutting across and thwarting 
the development of world economy. This disorganisation 
and its harmful consequences are manifest even to the 
bourgeoisie, in its superficial aspect of tariffs, import 
restrictions, quotas, etc, strangling international 
economic intercourse. But in fact the real world economic 
disorganisation lies deeper, in the whole conflict of the 
monopolist relationships, and in the relations between 
imperialism and the colonial countries, forcing vast 
territories of the earth with magnificent natural resources 
of coal, iron, steel and the means of power, into backward 
agrarian areas at an almost stationary primitive level, 
and preventing the development of wealth which would 
raise the level of existence of the whole world. 

The life of the overwhelming majority of the world’s 
population is lived at a low and brutish level; with a 
ceaseless and grinding poverty which is no longer justified 
by natural causes. While the most highly developed 
apparatus of largenscale production is maintained in the 
imperialist centres (in a considerable proportion, idle), 
the majority of the world’s population is compelled to 
live at a primitive level of small-scale production with 
little, and poor equipment, at the same time as the modern 
plant for the production of machinery cannot find scope 
for its potential output, and with the death of millions 
every year from starvation and under-nourishment, at the 
same time as the means of life are being destroyed. 

Over all bangs the continual menace of war, ceaselessly 
breaking out in one quarter or another of the world, 
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absorbing tho energies and the surplus of the most highly 
developed countries in tlio destructive work of its 
preparation, and threatening to develop into renewed 
world war in the near future, 

What is the reason for this situation of tho world ? 
What must be done to change it ? Tliis problem beats 
at tho heads of our generation. In fact this problem of 
world disorganisation is only one aspect and expression 
of the deeper problem of social relationships of tho basic 
contradictions of class- society. But this oontradictioii 
of world disorganisation is so manifest and glaring that 
it strikes at the imagination of all even more sharply 
than tho inner social and political problems, and compels 
all to recognise the necessity of some solution. 

It is easy to denounce the existing state forms and 
political divisions, and to proclaim the necessity of a 
“world State.” This approach remains abstract, Utopian 
and valueless (and even potentially harmful and in the 
final resort an assistance to world imperialism) if it does 
not attempt to grapple with the real conditions of the 
problem, to understand tho reasons for tho existing 
situatioTi, tho real forces which maintain the existing 
system in tho face of the obvious interests of tho human 
race as a whole, and the consequent indispensable 
conditions for realising tho task of world organisation. 

For the existing State divisions, disorganisation and 
antagonisms cannot be legarded as an obsolete survival 
from the pre-imperialist era, to be ultimately lopped off 
by the ‘‘enlightenment*’ of the modern Imperialist 
world. On the contrary, in the ora of industrial 
capitalism the intensity of these divisions appeared as 
diminishing, and on this ground arose the illusory hopes 
of a universal international free trade era of peace and 
prosperity through oapitalism which found wide 
expression in the middle nineteenth century. But in 
our period, the period of imperialism, the intensity of 
these divisions and antagonisms, the height of the 
economic barbed-wire fences on tho frontiers, the 
growth of tendencies to isolationism and the formation 
of closed-in blocs, and the scale of wars and armaments 
expenditure, have enormously increased and are 
increasing. 



The Problem of World Politics 


39 


It is therefore abundantly evident that we are 
dealing here, not with vanishing survivals of a previous 
era, but with the real governing forces of the present 
still dominant world order of our period, with the forces 
of imperialism. If this reality is not faced, the approach 
to a world outlook can only remain in the realm cf 
abstract fantasy. We must grapple with and conquer 
the forces of imperialism, if they are not to destroy us. 
This is the truth which confronts our generation. We 
must grapple with and conquer the forces of imperialism 
if we are to approach the tasks of world organisation. 

3. The General Crisis of World Imjperialism, 

At the outset, in order to approach these questions, 
we need to define more closely the essential 
characteristics of the present epoch. 

It is only a relatively short space of time of three 
and a half decades since the era of fully constituted 
imperialism opened at the beginning of the twentieth 
century with the more or less complete division of the 
available territories of the earth between a handful of 
leading Powers, representing highly concentrated 
finance- capitalist groupings. 

Prom the outset the era of imperialism was revealed 
as highly unstable and in marked contrast to the 
relative solidity of the previous era of industrial 
capitali’-m, A chain of wars, through the British war 
in South Africa, the inter-imperialist occupation of 
Pekin, the Russo-Japanese war, the Italian war in 
Tripoli, and the two Balkan wars, as well ns of sharp 
international clashes, notably in 1905, in 1908 and in 
1911, and of an intense armaments race on a scale never 
before approached, marked Its course to the culminating 
cr^nflagration of 1914. 

What underlay this extreme inptability and 
sharpening conflict of the imperialist era, which to^dey, 
so far from being solved by the blood-letting of 1914, 
has advanced to an even more accentuated stage ? The 
cause is to be found in the uneven development of 
capitalism, which is carried to a very much higher stage 
in the period of imperialism. 
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The enormously enlarged prodiiotivo powers of the 
great trust groupings, and the rising capital 
aooiumilatioxis seeking outlet, imperiously deinaiici 
continuous expansion and monopolist duinination of 
the maximum area as the condition of their suecessful 
functioning. During the last quarter of the ninoteentli 
ceniuary this process led to the rapid acKpiisition of tho 
remaining easily soizablo territories of Iho earth, as 
shown in the African scramble; between 1876 and 1900 
the proportion of African territory hold by tho Kuropoan 
Powers expanded from one-tenth to nineteenths. ^ But 
with the completion of this first scramble and division of 
tho world, and with the absence of any moro‘mnoccupied 
territories” to seize (i, e, occupied only by undeveloped 
populations without ejffective arms to defend 
themselves), tho struggle inevitably advances to a 
new stage is characterised by tho compel etive 

conflict of the imperialist Powers over tho already 
divided world, for the conquest or penetration of 
territories under already recognised sovereignty, for tho 
partition of China, for the partition of tho Turkish 
Empire, for tho economic penetration of South America 
(direct political conquest being excluded by tho United 
States domination expressed in the Monroe Doclrine), 
and for the recon<iucst or ponoration of one another’s 
colonies. This u the conflkt for the rc-divimon of the 
world tvMch is the characieridic contlici o/ imperialirWi, 
For the development of tho various liiianee-capitalist 
groupings and industrial Powers take place at uuovcii 
rates, according to the historical conditions and stage 
in each case, and docs not correspond at any moment 
to the existing division of the world, reflecting the 
consequences of a previous stage of develo])mcnt. 
Hence arises sharpening economic conflict against the 
barriers of monopolist control, culminating in the 
endeavour^ to batter through the barriers by military 
force. This is the central dynamic of imperialism anil 
of imperialist war. 

1 «As regards aggrosflion tho years 1870...98 aro only nquallod hy 
the ago of Chonghis Khan. Botwoon 1870 and 1900 Oroot Britain 
acquired 4,754,000 square milos of torrilory, adding to hor 
population 38,000,000 people, botweon 1884 and 1900 Franco 
acquired 3,583, 580 square miles and 30,553,00 i>eople, and in 
these same years Germany, a bad last, gained 1,020,2:29 squire 
15687100 people,**- MAJOB OBNEBAL 
J.F. C.FUJjLEB, Wcir and Western Civilisation, 1932,p. 13 .J! 
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The dynamic, expanding forces of capitalism in 
the pre-1914 psriod were represented above all by 
Germany, and the forces in possession by the British 
Empire, Germany and Italy had alike come late to the 
colonial scramble. The British Empire had been in 
the" forefront in adding to its already enormous 
possession; Prance and Tsarist Russia had also secured 
very considerable spoils. But the young German 
capitalism was expanding far more rapidly than any 
other in Europe, and was already by the latter part of 
the nineteenth century overtaking and outstripping 
British capitalism in the decisive domain of heavy 
industry, and in technical organisation and efficiency. 
By the twentieth century the economic challenge passed 
into the naval challenge and the open colonial demand. 
The British Empire gathered its forces to smash the 
rising and challenging rival. Around this central ^nglo-- 
German antagonism gathered all the manifold economic, 
political, national and racial conflicts of the period. 
The British Empire found its allies in the other Powers 
in possession, France and Tsarist Russia. Germany 
could only find its allies in the other dissatisfied Power, 
Italy (which was, however, ready to be bought oflF by a 
mercenary offer from the other side), in the threatened 
Austro-Hungarian Empire and in the equally threatened 
Turkish Empire. 

Many efforts were made. to avert the visibly impend- 
ing conflict. Echoes of the cries of the present day can 
be found in those critical years before 1914. There was 
talk of the effeteness and decline of the British Empire, 
which nevertheless showed itself well able to spin a 
diplomatic web in defence of its interests and to strike 
a ruthless blow in the moment of crisis. There was 
talk of the necessity to meet the colonial demands of 
the rising dissatisfied Powers. Attempts were made to 
devise international diplomatic machinery through the 
Hague Conferences for the averting of war. Negotiations 
were pursued for armaments holidays alongside the 
rising armaments race which was de^plored by the 
statesmen of all sides. Attempts were made to preach 
to the capitalists that war was not in their interests, and 
that a peaceful joint exploitation of the earth would be 
far more in their true interests. Negotiations were 
entered into by the statesmen of England and Germany 
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f(ir ail att/oinpted liarrnonioua .solution of the colonial 
problem, for the transfer of Portuguese eolonieH, for an 
Aaglo-Gennan colonial agt cement in the Middle East. 
All these efforts to find a pjicoful solution within the 
conditions of imperialism proved unavailing to prevent 
the final armed conflict, which already came close to 
breaking out in 19.)5 and again in 1911, and finally 
broke out in 1914. 

The war of imperialism proved more deadly than 
any previous war in history. J?or the first time the 
entire populations and economy of States were draiyn 
into the highly organised war machine. The total 
number of deaths, military and civilian, caused by the 
first world war of imperialism ran into tens of millions 
(41,435,003, according to the carofnlly worked out 
estimate of the Inter-Parliamentary Union of Enquiry 
in 1931, or roughly one in forty of the population of 
the earth). Far-reaching social and political convulsions 
followed, resulting in the collapse of tho empires 
in Eastern and Central Europe, Tho most important 
of those consequences of the war was tho Russian 
Revolution, wliicli led to the victory of the lunv 
socialist Soviet regime over one-sixlh of tho earth 
and its withdrawal from tho sphere of imporialim, 

Tho revolutionary wave which closed and followed 
the war spread in varying dogroo over the whole of 
tho world, but finally conciuorod only in Russia, In 
tho rest of tho world the rule of capitalism was main- 
tained or restored, altliough no longer with tho old 
stability, The first broach in the world order of 
capitalism had been made; henceforth socialism 
had a world base, which maintained itself against 
all assults. In the other countries also the now issues 
arising from the general crisis of capitalism and the 
opening of the world revolution underlay the older 
political forms, and ever and again cai^rac to the 
surface. The collapse of the attempts at restoration 
and stabilation of capatalism after tho pre-war model 
was revealed in the world economic crisis which 
developed e'even years after the war and led to 
intensified social and political coiiflicts. In a growing 
series of countries, of which the most important were 
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Italy and -later Germany, recourse was had to 
extraordinary measures of Fascist dictatorship to 
maitain the existing system of class rule. 

In the sphere of imperialist relations the war 
brought no solution. Victory had fallen to the superior 
resources of the Powers already in possession, and not 
to the rising forces, whe victor Powers used their 
victory to add to their already extensive possessions, 
and to endeavour to cripple and strike down 
permanently their challenging rivals. In consequence the 
disproportion was enormously increased, while the 
attempt to hold down permanently the rising forces 
failed. The treaties of spoliation \vbich followed the 
w^ar laid the seeds of future war. At the same time 
new' conflicts in the extra-European sphere came to 
the forefront. In consequence, within two decades 
of the war of 1914 the issue of the re-division of 
the W’orld had arisen a new in still sharper form. 

Thus w’e come to the characteristic features of the 
preser.t period. 

First, the issue of the new division of the world 
is now definitely in the forefront, alike in respect cf 
colonial teiritories, of . the revision of frontiers in 
Europe, and of tie distribution of power between the 
main States* war has alnady b(gun, nit yet rn a world 
scale, but on a regional scale, involving world issues; 
w'hile the general tension and approach to war 
exceed 1914. 

Second, in the economic sphere, the world economic 
crisis, after continuing with am extent and duration 
without parallel, has slowly given place to a peculiar 
new situation, no longer of the normal return to 
prosperity and a renew'ed boom at a higher level of 
production and trade than the preceding, but of extreme 
instability and inequality of conditions, both nationally 
and internationally, of partial and incomplete recovery 
at a low level and accompanied by continuing mass 
unemployment, of low' and restricted international trade, 
of continuing currency instability, of intensified economic 
warfare, and — a sinister and notable feature of the 



44 


World Politics, 1918-1936 


present phase— of the relatively iuereasod importance 
of the armaments industries and of preparation for war. 
All this holds out no prospect of a harmonious solution, 
but reveals over more sharply the bankruptcy of the 
existing oconoinio order and the increasing ooidiiet of 
the productive forces against the fetter of existing 
■ capitalist class ownership. 

Third, in the inner political sphere, the whole 
structure of existing Stato forms is thrown in question 
by the sharpening battle between Fascism and the 
popular forces fighting for the defence of democratic 
rights and for the advance to socialist forms— this 
constituting the typical expression of the present stage 
of struggle between the existing capitalist rule and the 
socialist revolution. 

Fourth, the division of the world between the 
capitalist domination over five-sixth of its surface, and 
socialism over one-s‘xth, has now reached an extreme 
point of contrast, with the relative retrogression of 
capitalist production and headlong advance of socialist 
production, raising sharp questions of the capitalist 
and socialist world. 

Fifth, the International Labour Movement has 
reached a turning of tho wa>%s; the old reformist illusions 
have received a shattering blow by the expcrionco of 
the world economic crisis and of Fascism; a stremg 
impetus has developed to unity in tho common struggle 
against Fascism and reaction; but the further path of 
that struggle is still uncleared, and tho whole question 
of the path to socialism is now raised in its most critical 
form for the workers in Western Europe and America. 

Sixth, the colonial peoi>les are in movement, alike 
in Asia and in Africa; the Chinese struggle for national 
unity and liberation against tho policies of partition 
goes forward; the Indian struggle for. liberation is 
gathering force; the Middle East is in lerment; Abyssinia 
fights tho foreign invader; all Africa is stirring. Tiiis not 
only opens out a new perspeetivo for the colonial and 
semi-colonial peoples, constituting tho majority of the 
human race, to advance) from tho passive to the active 
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instruments of history; but this in its turn^ reacts upon 
and undermines the basis of imperialism in the 
remaining countries and the consequent socio-political 
structure built xipon that basis, 

These are only some of the issues that are to-clay 
clamouring for solution. It is necessary to see them 
ill their relations and development as parts of a single 
world process. For it is only in this light, on the basis 
of such a many-sided understanding of all the forces 
of our epoch, that wc shall be able to approach and 
master the central problems of woild politics. 
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**r holiovo tluit' aro hofjfinnmj^ to son, not porhaps 
ihn ))iit ati ago \vhit*h at any ratn is bi'iglitnuittg 

IVnni to tlooado, and will load ns aoino timn to an 

nlovul iou from whii'h wo cun son the l liinga lor which the 

hoart of mankind is longing*’ 

PHlCSlDKN’r WILSON, sja'ceh at Manchostor, 

Oocombnr Slsfc, IDIH. 

**Sovontoon years of conflict, iniormptoil only by briof 
and incomplotc irucos, has roducod almost- tho whole of 
thc» Continent to a state of cconoinic ruin and social disorga- 
nisation which has no parallel since the Thirty Years War,*’ 

FRANK A. RTMONDS, **Can Europe Keep the Poaeo ?”103 1 


li ho first, fact to rec-ogniso about the oighicoii yoart? 
Binoo the Annistiec is that none of tho world problems 
set by history since 1914 has been solved, most have 
been intensified, and many now ones have been adtlod, 
while the greater part of the ‘*aettlMnentR'*which Ibllowetl 
the war have cither tilroady broken down or are in 
process of breaking clown. 

7. Tilt Oiticomt* of thf- War 

Tho war of 1914 was inevitable in the sense that 
imperialism could find no other solution for its fonfliota. 
Tho inescapable driving force of growing capitalist 
concentration and accumulation, and the consequent 
dynamic of the continual hunt for new profits on the 
part of the antagonistic groupings, compelled it. There 
could be no peaceful solution, that is to say, no equal 
division of the spoils, becanse of the inequality of 
capitalism and the unequal rate of capitalist 
development. German iron and stool production was 
advancing, British declining; Britain hold the majority of 
colonial possessions; Germany with a more rapiilly 
developing capitalism was late in the lieUh In these 
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conditions, a hundredfold multiplied for all the 
complexities of the different fields of capitalism and 
thfc different Powers, there could be no permanent ratio. 
Bach section had to fight for itself. Each statesman and 
diplomatist had to fight for his own group or lose his 
position; each captain of an industrial combine had 
10 tight for the profits of bis own shareholders or lose 
his; each editor of a newspaper had to fight for the 
interests of his own Power grouping or lose his. hJo 
statesman or capitalist can think for capitalism as a 
whole, save for the immediate fight against the 
revolution (and even there with heavy limitations and 
internal cenflicta continually breaking the front); if 
they could, th'^y would cease to be capitalists. Not the 
particular ambition or intrigue of this or that individual 
or group (the majority of whom probably did not 
directly will the war in the form or at the moment it 
broke out, but only willed the particular advantages 
to their side which made it inevitable;, but the inexorable 
collective outcome of their individual wills, which in 
the aggregate only reflected the existing social forces of 
capitalism that they did not themselves understand— 
this was the real “origin of the war*’ (about which 
rival professors and publicists in the service of one or 
another group so long consumed reams of paper with 
profitless discussions in terms of this or that diplomatic 
document to establish points favourable or unfavourable 
to this or that individual or group), 

The outbreak of the war of 1914 revealed that the world 
forces unloosed by imperialism had fully outstripped 
the control of the statesmen of imperialism. All 
the calculations of the rival statesmen and general staffs 
wore defeated by the event, and the war was rapidly 
revealed as an independent force which had passed 
beyond all possibility of control. The statesmen on 
either side had calculated on a short war and a speedy 
settlement, which, with whatever gains to be registered 
for either side, would not impair the foundations of 
imperialism. The German Chancellor, Bethmann-Eollw.g, 
had declared at the outset of the war (quoted in Admiral 
Sir Herbert Richmond’s Sea Power in the Moder7i 
World, p. 251): 

“It will be a violent storm, but very short. I 
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count on a war of three or at mowt four nionth«, and 
I have organised all my policy on that aasuniption.'* 

Sir Edward Grey had already declared in I{j06 
(letter to Sir Francis Bertie, January 16th, 1906, Britisli 
DocmntinfM on the Origin of the IFur, Volume 111), 
that in the event (d' a Fraueo-German (u)uflict Britain 
would light on the side of France, and iluxt in that 
case. 

‘*Wo should risk little or nothing on land, and 
at sea wc might shut the. (Icrmau fleet up iti Kiel 
and keep it there without losing a ship or a man 
or even firing a shot/* 

With this tiuiy be compared the famous miscalculation 
of his si)ecch uu August 3rd, 1914, in the House 
of Commons ; 

With our trade intact, and our commerce se(niro, 
wc should be very little worse off in the war than 
out of it.” 

All these calculations were smashed by the realities. 
The war, once begun, drove forward with its own 
murderous logic, and drew all tlie statosnum of 
imperialism in its train. Imperialism, which could 
find no solution for its problems of peace save war, 
could in turn find no solution of the ju’oblem of the 
war. As the war, after the first rapid movements, 
settled down into a stalemate of ])ositiojis aiul 
dragged on in an over-prolonged destructive deadlock 
or struggle of attrition, the elder statesmen of 
imperialism on both sides, anxiously foreseeing tho 
prospect of a collapse of the existing socual order, 
sought to find a way out by patching up a hasty 
status quo settlement* This outlook was expressed in 
tho letter of the veteran Lord Lansdowne in November 
1916 (not published till a year later), arguing that 
the war’s prolongation will spell ruin for the civilised 
world, ” and that it must ‘’be brought to a elnso 
in time to avert a worldwide eatastropho”; in the 
Emperor KarFs similar declaration in tho same month; 
in the signs of readiness of the Asquith Cabinet to 
negotiate in December 1916, which led to its 
replacement by Lloyd George ; in the Gorman Peace 
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Note of the Bame m'>nth ; in the President Wilson 
Peace Note a week later ; in the Wilson Peace 
Without Victory speech of January 1917 ( ''it must 
bo a peace without victory ; victory would mean 
peace forced upon the loser; it would be accepted in 
humiliation, under duress, and would leave a sting, 
a resentment, a biter memory upon which terms 
of peace would rest not permanently but only as 
upon quicksand ), and in the Austrian peace 
negotiations of the spring of 1917 with the 
ac^eoulpanying Count Czerniu memorandum (*‘the basis 
of my argument is the danger of revolution 

But the forces let loose by the w’-ar could not 
be so easily chained anew in the interests of the 
preservation of the old order. Every imperialism 
was staking its all upon victory. The voices of 
prudence of the more experienced and farseeing leaders 
of imperialism were stifled. This was no eighteenth- 
century “Cabinet war** to be conducted by rule 
and to end in an intrigue. It ^vas a jungle-fight 
for survival between the tiger States of modern 
imperialism. The policy of the Knock-Out Blo%v 
correctly expressed the governing forces of the 
imporiaiisb epoch. Lloyd George conquered in Britain, 
Clemonceaii conquered in France, Ludendorlf, von 
Tirpitz and the line of uiirestTicted submarine warfare 
conquered in Germany. Imperialism added another 
link to the chain of its doom. 

The Gordian knot of the war, which imperialism 
was unable to loose, was finally cut by the sword 
of the revolution. The world war ended, as it could 
only end, as international socialism had prophesied 
from the outset that it would end, in revolution. 
The uprising of the masses against the bloody, 
and useless slaughter to which they were being 
sent by their masters in the name of the divine 
right of profits cut short the war machine at the moment 
in which it was rising to its highest tempo in preparation 
for the campaigns of 1919, already elaborately planned 
by the staffs on both sides. The Russian Revolution 
ended the war hi the East. The German Revolution 
ended the war in the West. 
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The nuinci’ical and material auporiority of the Allies 
thrimgh the aecesHion of America, which finally secured 
them the victory, was itself tl»o reflection of the. revolution . 
It was the Russian Revolution of March 1917, with the. 
consequent inevitable prospect of liussian withdrawal 
from the war and menatio of Allied collapst’i, whicdi was 
the decisive motive catise Iwhind l.he Anu'ric'an entry 
into the war, within fotir weeks of the Russian Revolution, 
to safeguard its interests already heavily mortgaged on 
the side of the Allies. In March 1!)17 were despatched 
the urgent cables of Ambassador Pago to Wilson on the 
immediate necessity of American military intervention 
as the only way to save the gigantic economic and 
financial stake placed by the American profiteers on the 
side of the Allies; and there followed the sudden reversal 
of policy by Wilson, in complete contradiction to his 
“peace without victory” line of a few months previously, 
and declaration of war in April 1917, This tipping of 
the balance on tho side of the Allies in turn hastened 
the military debacle in Germajiy and tlic conscciuent 
acceleration of the Gorman Revolution. 

From this point, with the beginning of tho world 
revolntion aiul tho breaking of the imperialist chain 
at its weakest link in Russia, and with the e.Ktcnsion 
of the revolution to Central Europe, already undcriuinctl 
by four years of war and blockade, and of revolutionary 
struggles in varying degrees to the majority of countries, 
tho whole world situation was transformed. I^lio issue 
of tho world revolution began increasingly to overshadow 
tho old issues of tho war, and to dominate the minds of 
statesmen. The imperialist war dissolved into counter- 
revolutionary wars, interventionist wars and civil war. 

From this point the history of tho world pivsses into 
two halves— tho history of the capitalist world and of 
the socialist world, 

2. The. Utifitnhle Equilibrium of Ilrroliition and 

Counter-Revolution, 

What was to follow the ruinous exporicnco of tho 
world war, tho first great warning of tho bankruptcy of 
tho existing order ? 
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At the close of the war, in 1918-1919, a great choice 
confronted mankind, and especially the peoples of 
Europe. It is necessary to delay a little on this choice; 
because here is the great watershed, the dividing point, 
whose consequences have gone to make the modern world 
and the problems we have to meet to-day. 

Either the peoples of the leading countries could go 
forward along the path of the world socialist revolution, 
through the overthrow of capitalist rule which had 
brought the world to ruin and now lay shaken and open 
to assault, and on the basis of the working-class conquest 
of power or dictatorship of the proletariat, in alliance 
with the peasantry and lower middle class, rapidly build 
up the new socialist order in unity and peace, healing 
the wounds of the war and opening a new historical 
epoch of limitless material and cultural advance. 

Or they could hark back to the attempted restoration 
of the pre-war order, listen once again to the voice of 
imperialism— which now in the moment of danger, 
through the honeyed accents of a Wilson, was all 
penitence for the past and full of golden ‘‘democratic'* 
and even “socialistic" promises for the future — and 
return to subiection to capitalist rule, with the 
consequences of renewed imperialist conflicts, a victor 
peace, intensified exploitation and the renewal of the 
drive to war and to reaction, 

Wilson or Lenin — in this form the issue w^as widely 
presenetd at that time. Wilson represented the path of 
bourgeois democratic reform, while maintaining the 
essence of imperialism and the class- ownership of the 
means of production; the proclamation of the aim of 
national self-determination, while maintaining colonial 
subjection and in fact also in Europe subordinating 
national considerations to strategic imperialist aims; and 
the proclamation of the aim of world peace, while in fact 
leaving the sovereignty of the rival imperialist Powers 
intact in a loose association or League of Nations. The 
inner contradictions of these aims were rapidly 
demonstrated in the outcome atVersailles and after, in the 
impotence of Wilson in the toils of European diplomacy 
and his repudiation by the United States, and his final 
hitter disillusionment before his death. It is difBlcult 
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for many to realise today how the name of Wilson for 
a short spell at iluit critionl iiiriiin^ 5 -]H>int of hisiory was 
on iho lips of men like the name of a new (Christ, 
ropreseniiug the supposed alternative t)f ))eaee and 
prof^reas and a new world order to the supiiosod 
terrors of Bi>l.shevism» so rapidly did he sink from this 
apotheosis to the pity and inditVerenee of the world. ^ 

The patii of Lenin was 'the path of the peopIe^s mass 
revolution against imperialism, of the dietatorship of the 
proletariat in the imperialist countries autl of the 
democratic dictatorship of the workers and peasantry in 
thocolonial and backward countries, of the liberation of the 
colonial peoples, of the collective organisation of societies. 
These aims corresponded to the objective needs of the 
situation, but the subjective forces were not yet ready 
on a world scale. Nevertheless, lenin was abhj before 
his death to sec the full consolidation of the victory of 
these principles over a considerable part of the earth, 
to state with truth that all the conditions had hoeu 
achieved for the rapid building of socialism in the Soviet 
Union, and to look forward with complete (Hinfidcuee it) 
the ultimate victory of world communism, growing 
stronger through all tem])orary setbacks. 

The issue of theso t\vo patlis was the issue of the 
post-war epoch, aufl in fact, through successive forms, 
remains with us to-day. History so turned out that 
these two paths were both domonsiraiod ami tried out 
on a far-reaching scale in the post-war world, lu Kasteru 
Europe and the Asiatic territories of the Soviet Union 
one hundred and sixty millious adventured forward, 
through struggle and sacrifice, along the socialist path 
to the present victory of socialism. In the remainder 

1 As a solf-opUai^li ou his life's work may b(^ ro<‘rtllo<l ono 
of Wilson’s latest political utteranocs in a letior to James 
Korney on Docombor 7th, 1023: ** l should likt^ to see (lernmny 
clean up Franco, and 1 should like to sco »Tusseri\ncl and tell 
him so to his face ” ( quoted in H, E. Barnes’s World Politics 
I in Modern Cieilimtioa> p. 363 ). Those are tho harsh and holplecs 
words of a dying man, who was seeing all his ideals trampled 
underfoot, yet could see no way out in the entanglements in 
which an obsolete political outlook had caught him, atid 
remained to tho last a ])riHonia' of the eoutraduqaons of 
impei'ialism, wJiose [Ji'csuiq^oaitions ho had not loamt to 
question and to fight. 
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of the world the masses were not yet ready and strong 
enough, had not yet developed the leadership and 
organisation and clearness of aims for successful 
revolutionary struggle, and remained under capitalist 
domination. 

The outcome of these two paths can now be analysed 
in the present world situation. A well-known writer 
once said that the most important happening in nine- 
teenth-century England was the revolution that did not 
happen. In a more far-reaching sense it may be said 
that the most important fact of post-war Central and 
Western Europe and beyond is the socialist revolution 
that did not happen, or rather, the high revolutionary 
struggles that for the time ended in defeat. This issue 
lies behind all the subsequent crucifixion of Versailles, 
of the world economic crisis, of mass unemployment 
and suffering, of declining standards of life and rising 
armaments, of the madhouse of Fascism. 

The issue of the revolution was not averted. It 
returns to-day with added force in a world under the 
shadow of reaction and war. But the path that has 
had to be trodden to reach it has proved a more 
painful path, a longer and more complicated path 
of hard and bitter experience through trial and error, 
since the loss of the opportunities of a decade and a 
half ago wiiich were sacrificed to illusions whose falsity 
has since been proved. 

From the outset the dominant concentration of all 
the leading statesmen of imperialism after the war was 
directed to the defeating of the revolution. This issue 
overshadow'cd the Paris Peace Conference. The clearest 
and most conscious expression of this outlook was 
given by Lloyd George in his Memorandum to the 
Peace Conference in March 1919. He stated : 

“The whole of Europe is filled with the spirit of 
revolution. There is a deep sense not only of discontent, 
but of anger and revolt, amongst the workmen against 
pre-war conditions. The whole existing order in its 
political, social and economic aspects is questioned by 
the masses of the population from one end of Europe to 
the other. Thera is a danger that we may throw the 
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muBsey of tlio populutiuu throughout Europe iuto the 
arms of tho oxtromiats .... 

‘•The greatest danger that T see in the present 
situation is Hint Gonnany may throw in her lot with 
Holshevism ami place her resources, her brains, her vast 
organising power at the disposal of the revolutionary 
fanatics whoso dream it is to con(|Ucr the W()rl(l for 
BoUhoviam by force of arms [«iVJ. This danger is no 
mere chimera. The present Government in Germany is 
weak; it has no prestige; its authority is challenged; it 
lingers merely because there is no alternative but tho 
Spartaeists, and Germany is not ready for spartacism, 
as yet. But the argument which the Spartaeists are 
using with great effect at this very time is that they 
alone can save Germany from tho intolerable conditions 
which have been bequeathed her by the war. They 
offer to free tho German people froin indebtedness to 
the Allies and indebtedness to their own richer classes. 
They offer them complete control of their own affairs 
and tho prospect of a new heaven and earth. It is true 
that tho i)rice will be heavy. There nil! bo two or 
three years of anarchy, jicrhaps of bloodshed, but at 
tho cud tho land will ronmin, the people will remain, 
llio greater part of tho house.s and the factories will 
remain, and tho railways and the roads will remain, 
and Germany, having thrown otf her burdens, will bo 
able to make fresh start. 

“If Germany goes over to tho ftpartacists it is 
inevitable that she should throw in her lot with the 
Bussian Bolshevists. Once that happens all Eastern 
Europe will be swept into tho orbit of the Bolshevik 
revolution .... 

“Bolshevik imperialism [stc] does not merely menace 
tho States on Russia’s borders. It threntens the whole 
of Asia and is as near to America a.s it is to France. It 
is idle to think that the Peace Conference can separate, 
however sound a peace it may have arranged with 
Germany, if it leaves Russia ns it is to-day.’ ‘ 

(Memorandum of TAoyd Gtorge to tho Peace 

Conference, March 25tb, 1019, imblishcd in 

1022, Cmd. 16141 
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A similar consciousness of the fight against Bolshevism 
as the decisive task of the Peace Conference was 
expressed by President Wilson during his journey to 
ranee on board the George Washington^ according to 
the report of his secretary, STANNARD B4KER : 

“This poison of Bolshevism was accepted because it 
is a protest against the way in which the world has 
worked. It was to be our business at the Peace 
Conference to fight for a new order.” 

(R. STANNARD BAKER, Wilson and World 
Settlement, 1923) 

In the same way Hoover, in charge of American relief 
in Europe, expressed concisely the aim in a letter 
in 1921 : 

‘‘The whole of American policy during the liquidation 
of the Armistice was to contribute everything it 
could to prevent Europe from going Bolshevik or 
being overrun by their armies.” 

{Herbert Hoover, letter to 0. Garrison Villard, 

August 17th, 1921, quoted in Louis Fischer, 

The Soviets in World Affairs, Vol. I, p. 174) 

The efforts of the imperialist counter-revolution 
were directed to overthrow Bolshevism in Russia and 
prevent its spread in other countries. For this purpose 
the chain of newly created States in Eastern Europe 
together with the enlarged Rumanian State, were 
given the task to form a “ cordon sanitaire” against 
Bolshevism from the Baltic to the Black ^'^’ea. Every 
type of counter-revolutionary army of the old White 
reactionary elements was subsidised, armed and 
equipped by Western imperialism to raise the banner 
of civil war against the soviet regime. British, French 
American and Japanese armed forces invaded Soviet 
territory on every side. Terrorism, assassination, sabotage 
and forgery were organised from the highest quarters 
in London and Paris. Poland was egged on, with 
French military instructors and British munitions, to 
invade Russia, although its aggression turned out 
unfavourably for itself when the Red Army reached 
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tho g.itoH t)f Warsaw. A war on tiwonty-iliroo IVontw 
with all the roHouroos of itupt^riallsrn was h^fc looMo 
against Iho new tSoviot State, 


NovertholcsH, all these oiTorts of iniperialisni to 
overthrow the Soviet regime by every moaiiH in its 
power ended in eomj)lete failure. Hie history of 
the. Paris Ooinmuno was not repeated. The over- 
whelming material superiority of the imperialist and 
counter-revolutionary forces (lid not result in victory. 
Why ? First, because of the unbreakable resistance 
of the Russian workers and pe^Jsants, who knew for 
what they fought* \vho had complete cotidence in 
tlieir leadership, who were fighting for the possession 
of their own land, to bo masters of their lives, against 
the exploiters, landlords, reactionary officers and 
therefore fought with a superhuman energy, tenacity 
and resource unequalled oven in the records of 
revolutionary war. Second, beeatisc all the forces of 
the international revolution, of the international 
working class were united with them in the common 
struggle. Revolt after revolt in the invading armies 
as well as in the forces at home, aferikes and unrest 
ill tho imperialist eountrios, refusals of the dockers 
and transport workers to handle munitions and 
supplies for tho couuter-nwohitionary armies, paralysed 
the action of imjwrialisnn Tho British Chief of S't<df, 
Henry Wilson, had to ro])ort to tho Cabinet in 
January 1919 that “ even now wo dare not give an 
unpopular order to tho troops, and discipline was a 
thing of the past*^ (quoted Fiaehor, o]). p. 163), 
and again, that tho only ])()licy was to ‘‘get our** 
troops out of Europe and Russia, and (ioneentrate 
all our strengh in o}ir coming storm centres, England, 
Ireland, Egypt, In ia ’* (ibid, p, 180). The plans 
of Fooh, LudendorlF and Ohurchill for the largo - 
scale combined invasion of Russia broke down, not 
because of lack of wdll of the Governments, bub 
bocanso they had not tho forces to carry tluun out. 
Tho revolutionary wave in tho other conntri(‘s was 
not high enough to overthrow imperialism, but it 
was high enough to prevent tho sui^cess of the 
interventionist armies against tlic nucletis oF tho 
world revolution. Tho victory of St)viot Russia 
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aginst the superior forces of icaperialism was in every 
sense a victory of the international revolution, of 
decisive significance for the whole future. 

On ^ the other hand, in the other countries 
imperialism was finally successful in crushing the 
revolutionary uprisings. In Finland the Whites, unable 
to overthrow the workers’ rule by their own strength, 
had already in the earliar part of 1918 called in 
the invading German armies to overthrow the 
workers’ rule and set up the White Terror under 
Mannerheim; and here, as in the Baltic States, 
the Entente took over after the Armistice from their 
German class-allies the task of maintaining the 
counter-revolution. Against the Soviet regime in 
Hungary, which maintained power for three 
months and carried out far-reaching reforms in that 
period, the Entente not only employed the weapon 
of economic blokade, but sent the invading Rumanian 
armies to overthrow it, to pillage and destroy, and finally 
hand over to the White dictatorship of Horthy. Against 
Germany during the critical period of the revolution the 
Entente continued the weapon of the blockade; causing 
three-quarters of a million deaths by starvation after the 
Armistice. The power of the Avorkers’ and soldiers’ 
councils, which had carried through the revolution, was 
undermined by the Social-Democratic leadership, who 
armed the monarchist officers and reactionary officers 
against them; these shot the revolutionary leaders. 
Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg, while prisoners, and 
drowned the revolution in blood. On this basis Avas 
established the Weimar Republic of nominal ‘‘democracy,’’ 
with a wide show of concessions of social reforms to the 
workers in the early stages, but actually' representing 
only the facade behind which was being built up the 
armed power of the reactionary forces against the 
workers; until these reactionary forces in the folness of 
time finally overthrew the democratic forms and the 
Social-Democratic puppets aiid established open Fascism. 
Jn Austria the same history was gone through stage by 
stage, the power of the workers and soldiers, who had 
made the revolution, was undermined from within by 
the Social •Democratic leadership, through the stages of 
bourgeois democracy and social reform, to the final 
outcome iu Fascism. In Britain, France and the United 



58 


World Polilk,^, 1018—1936 


StatcH the moihocl of social and oconoitiic. concessions to 
the ■workers was employed, wliile the Labour leadershi]> 
sought by every means to liold in the rcvohiiiouary 
forccB during the critical period 1919*1021, thceoneessions 
then rai)idly gave place to the capitalist o(‘onoinjc 
eflensivo. 

What underlay the defeat of the revolution in (Vntral 
ami Western Europe after the war ? Tho rulers of 
Western imperialism wore convinced that their economic 
weapon in tho conditions of ]K)st-war chaos, the power 
of withholding or granting food supplies and necessaries 
of life according to tho character of tho regime in each 
country, was the decisive weapon. Thus tho British 
Director of Relief in Central Europe, Sir William Goode, 
wrote on “European Reconstruction’’ in 1925, quoting 
from his official report of 1920 : 

“Food was practically tho only basi<f on which iho 
Governments of the hastily created States could bo 
maintained on power. Half of Europe had hovered 
on tho brink of Bolshevism, Jf it had not boon for 
£137 million in relief credits granted to Central and 
Estern Europe between 1919 and 1921, it wotdd have 
been impossible to provide food and coal and tho sea 
and land transport for thorn. Without food and 
coal and ti*ansport, Austria and probably several 
other countries would have gone tho way of Hiissia. . 
Two and a half years after tho Armisti(u^ tho back 
of Bolshevism in Central Europe had boon broken, 
largely by relief credits,. ..The expend tiurc of 
£137 million was probably one of the best 
international investments from a financial and 
political point of view ever recorded in lustory,” 

(Sir William Goodk, The Timefi, October 14th, 1925) 

Tho economic weapon, however, was not alone the 
decisive weapon, nor yet the military weapon, as 
instanced in the Rumanian army invasion of Soviet 
Hungary. A revolutionary union of Central and 
Eastern Europe with Soviet Russia could have withstood 
those weapons, and indeed, as the memorandum of 
Lloyd George already quoted illustrates, this was tho 
menace which the Western rulers most feared. The 
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decisive weakness was an inner weakness. The 
Labour and Socialist movements in Europe west of 
Kussia had grown up in the conditions of highly developed 
imperialism, and in their njiper strata had become 
permeated with the influence of imperialism, *which w'as 
able to offer, on the basis of the super-proflts of colonial 
exploitation, privileged conditions to the upper sections of 
the working class, and especially to the Labour bureau- 
cracy, separating them off from the mass of the workers 
and from the rest of the world proletariat. Hence arose 
the split in the working class in Western Europe and 
America, and the permeation of the apparatus of the 
Labour movement by opportunism, which was already 
evident before the war. The year 1914 brought this 
to a head 'with the open passing over of the main body 
of the Labour and Socialist ledcership to the side of 
their rival imperialist masters and the collapse of the 
Second International. In consequence, when the process 
of the war brought the working masses and soldiers 
into revolutionary movement, the main body of the 
apparatus of the Labour and Socialist movements \vho 
held control of the organisation and were looked to by 
the main body of the workers as their leadership against 
capitalism, in fact operated as a counter-revolutionary 
force in the interests of capitalism, doing everything in 
their power to suppress the revolutionary movement 
and to assist the restoration of capitalist order. For 
this purpose they were readj^ where necessary, as^ in 
Germany, to use the most violent means, including 
the arming of the most reactionary forces to^ shoot 
down the militant workers — thus in fact preparing the 
conditions for their own ultimate downfall. This was 
the role of the Social-Democratic leadership, in varying 
forms according to the conditions in each country, of 
Ebert, Scheidemann or Noske in Germany, of Renner 
or Bauer in Austria, of Renandel or Albert Thomas in 
Prance, of MacDonald, Henderson or J. H. Thomas in 
England This role was the decisive role in the defeating 
of the revolution in Central and Western Europe. 

The post-war revolutionary wave reached its height 
is 1920 (with the Red Army at the gates of Warsaw, 
with the defeat of the Kapp putsch in Germany and 
the short-lived rule of the workers’ councils in Ruhr, 
and with the Councils of Action). In 1921, while Soviet 
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XltKssia was c()m])lcting ilio wiiuiip: out*, of tlu‘ coiintcT- 
rovoluiioiiary lor(*(‘S, caino ilia (U'foai of tho Mari‘h 
nflaiisivo ill (iarniany and the hotraval of ‘‘JMaek Kriday*' 
hi Britain, The snhseiiuent Froueli invasion of tlie 
Kuhr bn>uf:ht once again ilie lieight of a revolutionary 
Hiturttion in ({ermany in 1923. Stresemann spoUe of 
his ({rand (•oalilion as ilie ‘dast xmrliatneniaiy ({overu- 
ment’’ in (hM inany. The fears of the Wesiern statesmen 
were still intense ‘in 1923, as oonlem]U)rary expression 
reveals. Baldwin, in an interview to the iVr?/’ Yo9'lc 
Herald, declared {Mavvhefilrr (hardifw, January 8th, 
1923J: 

“The world is sitting on an anxious scat; for there 
is danger of revolution in Prance as ayoU as in 
Germany/* 

Smuts stated (Manchester Gnanlimiy October 24th, 
1923): 

“The economic and industrial structure of Europe 
is cracking in all diroetions.** 

The Times in an editorial (November 24tb, 1923) 
s]K)k(> of : 

“a, world that has broken loose from all 
accepted stnndanls, a world that is rushing at 
unprecedented speed into the unknown/’ 

This linal stage of tho post-war revolut ionary wave 
in 1923 was oveutually over(‘omo with the ai<l of the 
still powerful and unshaken American oajiitalKsm, which 
granted liberal credits to Europe, creating the condi- 
tions for the short-lived period of stabilisation, and 
thereby laying tho basis for the future world economic 
crisis which wns also to engulf Amcri(*a. 

With the conclusion of tho post-war revolutionary 
wave wc thus enter into a period of unstable 0 (|uilibrjnm 
of revolution and counter-revolution tbrougbout the 
world. On tho one hand, tho revolution had coiuiuercd 
in Eastern Euro])e and tho Asiatic territories of Soviet 
Kussia (from the end of 1922, the Soviet Union). On 
the other hand, the revedulion had been defeated in 
Central and Western Europe. The capitalist and 
socialist worlds had to live together in an uneasy truce. 
In the succeeding years (*acli was to show its inner 
forces of devoloinuont to the outcome to-day. 
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Tlio deep-seated revolutionaiy unrest and intense 
clsRs-strnggloa of the post-war period did not come to an 
end with the close of the revolutionary wave in the years 
after the ^var, but continued^ in an unbroken chain, 
coining to the surface now in one country and now iu 
another, up to the present day. The revolutionary 
situation in Germany in 1923, with the armed suppression 
of the Workers’ Governments in Saxony and Thuringia, 
was followed by the Esthonian uprising in 1924, the 
colonial struggles in Syria and Morocco in 1925, the 
advance of the Chinese Revolution through 1925-1927, 
the British General Strike of 1926, the Vienna rising of 
1927, the sharpening German situation of partial civil 
war through 1929-1933, the Indian mass struggle of 
1930-1934:, the Spanish Revolution from 1?31, the 
February days in France in 1954:, the armed fighting in 
Austria and in the Asturias in 1934, and the new stage 
of the Spanish Revolution today. 

Thus the “breathing-space” between two cycles of 
wars and revolutions w.as no period of quiescence. Today 
all the evulenco indicates that \ve are entering into a 
new stage of large-scale revolutionary struggles. 

3. The New Powcr-llclatlons After the War 

The war brought to an extreme point the uneven 
division of the world. Not only the completely new 
typo of division, unknown to pre-war history, between 
tiie area of the socialist I evolution and the area of the 
capitalist counter-revolution became a permanent 
geographical feature of the posMvar w'^orld; but an 
extreme differentiation developed within the capitalist 
world. The war, which had resulted from the inequality 
of caiutalist development, so far from solving that 
inequality, brought to a still higher and more extreme 
stage the uneven division of the capitalist world. The 
ruling classes might win a temporary victory over the 
revolt of the working masses and of the subject peoples 
outside Russia; but defeat was concealed within their 
victory; for their victory only brought out more sharply 
their own inner division and its disintegrating effects. 

Before the war the stage had heeii reached, wdth the 
increasing concentration of capitalist development, that 
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Hix groat Powers of the old capitalist world (Kurope) 
(loininatod between i-hem almost the whole of Asia, 
Africa and Australia, while twt^ new I’owers outside, 
Japan and the United States, M*ere rising very rapiflly 
but had not yet entered fully into the arena of \vorl<l 
politics. The war of 1914 was a war (»f llie six* J'owc rs — 
a war to oxiinotion. The new J’owc'ts only endued into 
it to an incomplete oxteni* in onU^r to extraet the 
maximum advantage from it to win a commanding 
position for themselves. 

What was tho position after the war ? The former 
six Powers had been cut down for the time being by the 
destruction of throe. Wo now find a new division of 
victor States and defeated States, The victor Powers 
endeavour to destroy the basis of the defeated Gorman 
rival by robbing it of its colonies, shipping and tlie main 
part of its coal and iron resources, and sluiekling future 
development by the imposition of a heavy debt to pay. 
In doing this they raise a hundred new problems of 
which tliey are not themselves aware at the outset. In 
order to confirm their domiaatiem they bring into 
existence a whole series of new satellite and succession 
States, whoso frontiers and diplomatic and economic 
relations create a host of nt'W pnddems (the so-calhnl 
‘"Balkanisation** of Etiropo). 

But tho transformation of tho relations of Europe 
and the world is still more far-reaching. The ultimate 
victory of the war, so far as it is possible to speak of 
any between tho rival Powders, is revealed as passing, 
not to the victor Powers in Europe, hut to the new 
world Power outside Europe which has now e<mio fully 
to the front, outgrowing its previous in jjart linaneially 
dependent and debtor position, and now muteriallV 
and finaneially stronger than any— tlio United States 
of America, grown to full power on tho profits of tho 
war and overshadowing all tho rest in wealth, resources 
and tho power of production. Tho United 8tates was 
able to play tho waiting game of neutrality until tho 
last stage, to enter only into tho culminating deeisivo 
phase on tho principle of the final stake tliat wins 
all, and to emerge \yith iindimiuishe<l r(*si)urces, in 
contrast to the exhaustion of the other warring Powers, 
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tho sfcongost force in the new relations of strength 
after the war, capturing the lion’s share of the 
markets that the war had laid open, and the 
ultimate creditor of the new pyramid of debt that 
succeeded the war. Alongside the United States, the 
other rising powers outside Europe, Japan and to 
a certain extent the British Dominions, have advanced 
in strength and begin to threaten the former 
supremacy of the old world aufl increasingly to win 
its markets New antagonisms and areas of conflict 
on a wv)rld scale come to the front which begin 
to threaten to exceed by far the antagonisms 

preceding the war of 1914. 

At the same time the colonial nations are now 
lisiiig in consciousness cand in revolt, A new wave 
of awakening passes over Asia and Africa. 

Thus we get an extremely diversified picture in 
the postwar world of a whole series of different 
levels : ( 1 ) the stongest imperialist State, the 
United States of America, in a creditor position 
to all the rest, endeavouring at first, to exercise 

direct world domination through the leadership 
of the Peace Conference and of the world 

League to be formed, but thereafter retiring to a 
policy of isolation, which tho facts of world politics 
increisingly defeat; (2) tho rising Powers outside 
Europe —Jiipan and British Dominions, these latter 
still in a financially, and to some extent politically, 
dependent position; (3) the victor Powers in Europe 
with Britain torn between its European liabilities, 
and its larger world interests, and faced with the 
disintegrating tendencies of its Empire ; with France 
seeking to exercise a precarious hegemony in Europe 
exceeding its strength ; and with Italy discontented 
and inclining to side with the defeated Powers ; (4) 
tho satellite vStates of the victor Powers in Europe, 
deponclont on their support for maintaining their 
position, and the ex-neutral States ; (6) the defeated 

Powers, at first tho passive object of policy, then 
advancing to a challenging position ; (6) the colonial 

nations advancing at various stages in the struggle 
for independence ; and finally alongside all these, 
(7) communism, now directly holding power over 
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oiio-sixUi of (iliii oarU). And Mum is i.o mIsH out, a 
wholo MurloM of iulv.'rinoiUatiU hai‘.kwaril count, H um, 

Homi-iiulepemloiit Shal.cs, tis. 

> 101*0 is, a pi(!turo of oxtroufU’ incMjualiiy 

of ilovolopiiumt. What, of Mu*. antaf^oui.sniM of c<a])ita- 
lium i llavo Uu\v diininiHluMl Miiu‘.o Mu* war t On Mu^ 
ooiilrary. Tlio fUitaujonisniM whio.li i^a-vc^ rise to iho 
war hcivo boon intt'iisiCioil by ilM ih'suH.m ; a.n<l a Mt*oro 
of new aufcajjjoaiHint^ all over Mio world liavo broken 
out. 

Tt h fcbrough this maze of aniagoniMtic intcrrolationa, 
and tlioir sluftiug interplay, that we now 
need to note some of tlio main governiug lines of 
signifieauoe for future 'world development, and, in 
particailar, the oluiraotcr of the ]>ost.wa.r '‘Mottlements’* 
to which they gave rise, the gra<lual litpiidation of 
these Hettloments and the advance to tlie present 
stage in which new issues are pressing forward omH*. 
more to the point of decisive conflict. 

4. Tfic /W-ITar Svflli wentn 

Two main settlemeuis gi>venu'd the jiost war 
period : Versailles, aiul its assoeiatc'd minor treaties, 
in rospeei of Biiropi^ Ihe N(*ar Kusl. and tlu^ former 
Oerman e.oloiiies ; and \V{ishii»glun in n'speet of Mie 
major extra-European issu(*s, \'<M’saill<'S had in iaet 
been iutende<l to represent a world siU.thammt, lea<ling 
to a world League; it betiame in ju’aeMta^ owing 
to the major antagonisms or the IJnil.c'd stal.(\s 
against the British -EreiK^h alliance (in rcalily rerio(d,ing 
the, main antagonism in the x>ost-\var ]K*riod, the 
Anglo-American antagonism ), essentially a. Kuro]K‘an 
sottlement. 

The victor Powers had won the war ; but tlu^y -svero 
sharply divided when it cami* to the division of the 
spoils and their eonoeptiou of t.he peace that was 
to follow* it. 

The United States, which had no need of territorial 
conquests was loss afre<d,e<l by the former (}<winan 
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coramereial rivalry, sought to realise two main aims : 
first, ill the early stages, through the role of Wilson, to 
achieve a position of leadership of world capitalism 
consonant with its new strength and to become the 
arbiter of Europe; and second, to strike down British 
naval supremacy, which was the main obstacle to 
American world hegemony, and for which purpose a 
vast nav'il building programme was pressed forward 
immediately after the war. The dreams of Wilson of 
American ivorld leadership, with himself as President 
of the Federation of the World, were rapidly shattered 
(and now only remain enshrined in Article 5 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, that ‘^the first 
meeting of the Assembly and the first meeting of the 
Council shall be summoned by the President of the 
United States of America”). The strategic strength 
of the United States was not yet sufficient to establish 
such a position of direct world domination in the face 
of the power of Britain and France. American policy 
accordingly drew back from the too direct line of 
Wilson, refused to sign the Versailles Treaty or enter 
the League, and pursued instead the line of so-called 
‘‘isolation,” in fact of more indirect financial, economic 
and diplomatic penetration, alongside of strentheuing 
its strategic preparations. This was the first rift in the 
victor alliance, and the signal of »the new world anta- 
gonisms developing. 

Britain and France were united in the first stage in 
seeking to strike down Germany; but when it came to 
the metliods and the division of the si^oils they were 
sharply divided, Britain was concerned to strike down 
Germany as a commercial, shipping and naval rival, 
and to win the former German colonies; in respect of 
Europe it 'was anxious to avoid too sharp a tipping of 
the balance of power in the long run. France was 
concerned to establish its hegemony in Europe, to extend 
its territory to the left bank ol the Bhine, to win the 
decisive coal, iron and steel area of Europe, comprised 
in Lorraine, the Ruhr and the Saar, and to hold Gcrminy 
in permanent inferiority. These two aims were 
necessarily antagonistic, and underlay the ceaseless 
British -French conflict which accompanied their partner- 
ship in holding the spoils of victory throughout the 
post war period. 
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Brikiin wuh iho nii>s(. HuiH’^ssfni \\\ Hotniritig itH war 
aims. Ll(\v<l Clt'orire (‘oiild ilorlaro wit h n^asoi^ as ivportod 
in Lord Ridtleirs Iiilimntv Idortf of Uic Prarr (^oofrrroce 
midJflor, I01S«1{)23; 

'‘Tho iriilh is that W(» have got oiir way. Wo have 
gob most of the things wt'. sot out to gol., .Tho (lorman 
navy has boon handc^l ov<‘r, tho (!orman inori*antilo 
shipping lias boon liaiulod (n’or, and tlie Gorman colonies 
have boon given up. One of our chief trade eom]mti(<ws 
has been most seriously crip^iled, and our Allies are 
about to becenne her bigg(*st. creditors, Thai, is no small 
aeluevoment.’’ 

The summary is correct. Britain secured the destruc- 
tion of the German navy, the handing over of the 
German merchant murine, tlu* cri})pling r)f German 
industry by the loss of thro(»-fonrtha of its iron ore 
supply and one third of its coni as W('ll as by tiu' wtught 
of reparations : and in addition llu^ British Empire 
secured an (‘xtcMision of 115,000,000 pcaiph^ (as against 
402,392 scjuan^ mill's to France. inliabiliMl by 40(10,000), 
It is only necessary to adtl ihat by 1925 German steel 
production was nearly doiibh' tiu! .Briiish level; by 1927 
Gorman industrial producl,ion was 17 per eent above 
pre-war, while British was 8 pi'r cent. Ixdow; by 1930 
German exports oxiteeded British; by 1935 Britain was 
signing an agreement for (barman naval rea.rmn.mout, 
and by 1930 Britisli ruling cureles wen* discussing the 
necessity of tho return of colonies to Genuany, 

Franco was less successful in its uar aims. It secured 
Alaaoo and Lorraine, but the aim of the Gmieral Stalf to 
extend the frontier to tho loft liauk of the I thine was 
defeated by the opposition of Britain and tlu*. United 
States, who offered as an alti'vnative a. Tri'aty of Military 
Guarantee whiidi subsc'quently fi‘ll ibrough. All that 
could bo obta.inod was a. joint allii'd oecu])ation of 
tho left bank for fifteen years, fiftc'en years of Saar 
coal, and dcmilitarisatiou of a- fifty-kilometre zone 
on tho right bank of the Bbine, Disarmanumt was 
imposed on Germany under iuier-allicd (inntroL with, 
limitation to a professional army of 100,000 and 
prohibition of heavy artillery imci military n.viatic>n; 
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but a blind eye was turned to the numerous 
armed counter-revolutionary organisations (Orgesch, 
Einwohnerwehr, etc.) which were required to hold in 
the workers’ revolution and became the nucleus of the 
subsequent Fascist formations. Heavy repa'ations 
were imposed of an unspecified amount (the French 
Minister of Finance who endeavoured to calculate 
them, with an original estimate of £20,000,000.000, 
ending in an asylum); but the object of these 
was essentially political, as a means of exercising 
pressure on Germany and securing what the Treaty- 
had failed to give. The iron of Lorraine required the 
coal and coke of the Ruhr ; the marriage of these 
had been the basis of German heavy industry; and 
French policy was directed to securing the permanent 
occupation of the Rhineland and the conquest of 
the Ruhr. For this purpose the reparations issue 
was an essential weapon. As Poincare explained in 
a speech on June 26th, 1922 : 

‘‘ So far as I am concerned, it would pain me 
if Germany were to pay ; then we should have to 
evacuate the Rhineland. Which do you regard as 
bettor, the obtaining of cash or the acquisition of 
new territory ? I for my part prefer the occupation 
and the conquest to the money of reparations. Plenee 
you will comprehend why w^o need a powerful «array 
and vigilant patriotism ; you will comprehend that 
the sole means of saving the Treaty of Versailles 
is to arrange matters in such a way that our defeated 
enemies cannot fulfil its conditions.” 

This policy reached its highest point and breakdown 
in the occupation of the Ruhr in 1923. 

At the same time France sought to establish its 
hegemony in Europe by a series of treaties 
with the secondary European States wliich benefited 
by 'he Treaty of' Versailles (Franco-Belgian Military 
Alliance, 1920; Franco-Polish Alliance, 1921; Czecho- 
slovak- Yugoslav-Rumanian Alliance, 1921; Franco- 
Czeoho Slovak Alliance, 1924 ; Franeo-Rumanian 
Alliance, 1926 ; Fraiico-Yugoslav Alliance, 1927). 
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The Versailles Treaty is to-day a conspicuous 
failure and the common butt of criticism. But in 
fact it reflected the given aims and relations of 
imperialism. The plea sometimes put forward that 
its unworkable territorial provisions were the 
consequence of idealistic motives of ‘‘self-determination’’ 
will not hold water. The lopping off of German 
populations as well as the prohibition of the union 
of Austria with Germany was governed by strategic 
considerations, in defiance of the most elementary 
principles of self-determination. The colonial partitions 
bore no relation to self-determination. In the four 
new or enlarged European States beneficiary under 
the victor treaties, Poland, Czecho- Slovakia, Yugoslavia 
and Rumania, the national majorities of 47 ’9 millions 
were given rule over national minorities of 22*7 
millions, as the following table indicates : 


National National 

Majority Minorities 

Poland 17,667,000 9.547,770 

Czecho-Slovakia 8,760.000 4,844,000 

Yugoslavia 9,971.600 2,160.100 

Rumania 11,576,000 6,240,600 


Total 47,974,600 22,792,470 


(J.S. Roucek, The Working of the Minorities 
System- nnder the League o/ Prague, 

1929, quoted in V. DE BALLA The New 
Balance of Power in Europe, Oxford University 
Press, 1932 ) 

The Versallies and allied treaties were essentially 
strategic treaties of imperialism, which alternately 
exploited and violated the pleas of “self-determination” 
in accordance with strategic interests.^ 

(I) It is impossible to refrain from quoting the editorial of The 
Tint's following the publication of the Versailles Treaty: 

“This Treaty is almost unique among the Treaties of the 
world in the careful consideration that its framers have give:«L 
to the principles of a just settlement as distinguished from 
claims of ambition or of selfish interest.” 

(The TimeSf May 12th, 1919) 
With this it is only necessary to compare the editorials of The 
Times in 1935 attacking the Versailles Treaty for its injustice to 
Germany. 
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The situation immediately after Versailles was 
governed by the two major antagonisms of the victor 
Powers, the British-Ameriean antagonism and the 
British-French antagonism. 

No sooner had German imperialism been cleared 
(lenjporarily) out of the path than it became evident that 
the former dominant x\nglo- German antagonism had 
only given place to a more vast world imperialist 
antagonism, that of Britain and America, which was 
destined in the new epoch to become the pivot of inter- 
imperialist relations. In 1919-1921 the Anglo-American 
antagonism Hared up at a reckless pace. Already in 
1919 Colonel House could report to President Wilson 
(on July 30th, 1919) : 


‘‘Almost as soon as I arrived in England, I felt an 
antagonism to the United States. . . . The relations of 
the two countries are beginning to assume the same 
character as that of England and Germany before 
the war.’’ 

The sharpest expression of this conflict was the naval 
building race w’hich developed in 3919-1921 (the conflict 
ill fact ranged over all fields, notably oil, as in the sharp 
Curzon-C(»lby corr spondence in 1920 over San Remo 
and Mesopotamian oil). The United States had laid 
down a heavj^ naval building x)rogramme in 1918. In 
1919 Lloyd George pressed Wilson at Versailles for “a 
more positive endorsement of great Britain’s maritime 
position and perhaps a guarantee that the United States 
w'ould not push naval competition to a point w’here they 
could threaten the supremacy of the British on the 
seas’’ {The Intimate Papers of Colonel House, VoL 
IV. p. 417). Lloyd George stated to Colonel House 
during the Paris Peace Confeieme : 

“Great Britain w’ould spend her last guinea to 
keep her navy superior to that of the United 
States or any other Power.” 

{The Intimate Papers of Colonel House, Vol. IV, 

p. 186.) 
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The reaction of the United States Secretary of the 
Navy, Daniels, was recorded in his diary, where he 
noted the British demand in the following terms : 

Lloyd George cannot support the League 
of Nations "unless the United States will agree to 
cease the construction of its big naval program. 
Great Britain cannot consent to anj' other nation 
having supremacy on the seas,*' 

did not reply to this virtual ultimatum. It 
^nded the discussion for the time being. . . .It was 
necessary to end the conference to secure time to 
cool off after so astonishing a threat.” 

(Diary of the United States Secretary of the 
Navy, J, Daniels, quoted in F, Moore, Awerica's 

Naval ChaUeneja, New York, 1929) 

This attempt to secure American agreement to 
British naval supremacy was not successful. In 1920 
Britain began to climb down and announced a 
One-Power Standard ; on March 17th, 1920, the First 
Lord of the Admiralty annoxinced in the House of 
Commons the principle ‘"that the British Navy should 
not be inferior in strength to that of any other 
Power.” But, as the American nav^al experts were 
quick to point out, the principle ‘‘inferior to 
none” did not guarantee equality. Japan at the same 
time was pressing forward with its naval programme 
and in 1920-1921 was spending half its revenue on navy, 
in 1921 the British Parliament voted four super-Hoods, 
larger and stronger than any battleships then building 
abroad ; and four other great battleships were planned 
for the following year. 

The world economic crisis opening in the winter of 
1920-1921, which fell with especial heaviness on Britain, 
inaugurating the deep depression of the basic industries 
and mass unemployment that has continued unbroken 
in the post-war Britain of capitalist decline; brought a 
stop to this headlong race and compelled British 
imperialism to draw in its horns. The United States 
summoned the Washington Conference at the end of 
1921, and was able to compel the acceptance by Britain 
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of naval parity in capital shij)!?. the acceptance by Japan 
of a three-fifths ratio, and the abandonment of the Antrlo- 
Japanese Alliance. This victory of the United States 
Avas won without a battle on the strength of its sujjeiior 
economic and fiiianeial resources. Nevertheless, the 
struggle continued, as the subsequent breakdown of the 
Geneva Naval Confere nce in 1927, the ceastless disputes 
on parity, the very partial achievement of the London 
Naval Treaty of 1930, ainl the final breakdown of the 
Washington basis with the Japanese repudiation in 
1934 revealed. 

The further significance of the Washington Treaties 
in relation to the Far East will need to be considered 
in a later chapter. 

The British-French antagonism, which has alroaiy 
shown itself in the Pe.iee Conference (notably in the 
Lloyd George Memorandum of March 1919, and in 
Smuts’ declaration f>f the intention of futnre revision, 
on signing the treaty), developed immediately after, not 
only over the questions of reparations and policy in 
Europe, but also sharply in the Near East. In the near 
East Britain and France conducted a war by proxy 
through the persons of Greece and Turkey ; Britain 
supported armed Greece ; France supported and armed 
Turkey. Nationalist Turkey under Musta}>ha Kemal was 
able to tear up the Treaty of Sevres and establish its 
independent national existence on the basis of the 
British-French antagonism ; the Franeo-Turkish 
Treaty of October 1921 was signed in the face 
of the impotent protest of Lord Curzon. The 
subsequent route of the Greek troops and the 
Chanak crisis of the British troops at the Straits in 1922 
led directly to the fall of the the Lloyd George 
Government. By the Treaty of Laussanno in 1923 the 
Turks won the main part of their national aims, with 
the exception of Mosul and the necessity to accept the 
demilitarisation of the Straits. 

In Europe, Britain sought to weaken the French 
hegemany, without abandoning the basis of Versailles, 
by giving a measure of stipport to Germany, and even 
by one ambitious attempt to draw in also Soviet Russia 



72 


World Politics, 1918- 1936 


to redress the balance. This attempt was made by 
Lloyd George at the Genoa Conference in 1922 ; elaborate 
plans had been drawn up for a European Financial 
Consortium to organise the ‘-Restoration of Europe” 
and prepare the economic and financial penetration of 
Russia. The attempt broke down against the resistance 
of France, where Briand had been replaced by Poincare, 
and against the firm, though conciliatory, attitude of 
Soviet Russia which was prepared for economic relations, 
but was not prepared to yield to fantastic claims. The 
only positive outcome was the Rapallo Treaty of 
Germany and Soviet Russia, which brought for the first 
time a counterweight against the dominance of Britain 
and France and was the first step in w^eakening the 
chains of Versailles. The failure of Lloyd George at 
Genoa combined with the subsequent Chanak crisis to 
cause his dow3ifall and replacement by the weak Bonar 
Law Government. 

France was now free to go forward with its policy 
independently of Britain, and in January 1923 Poincare 
occupied the Ruhr. Britain vainly sought the help of 
the United States to redress the balance; but the 
conditions were not yet ripe. It was first necessary 
for Britain to accept the onerous debts agreement with 
America, made far heavier for Britain than for an3'^ 
subsequent debtor. By the end of 1923 the United 
States, now desirous to enter Europe as a field for the 
export of its surplus capital, was ready to act. With 
the breakdown of the Ruhr adventure in the face of 
German mass opposition, the way was open for 
Anglo-American temporary financial and diplomatic 
co-operation to enforce on Prance acceptance of the 
Experts’ Plan or Dawes Plan for the more scientific 
exploitation of Germany in the interest of Anglo- 
American finance. 

The Dawes Plan, adopted in 1924, ended the first 
post-war period and opened the new period of temporary 
stabilisation. 

5. Stabilisation and Us Breakdown 

The period of temporary stabilisation— which m^y 
well be called the period of illusions of a restored and 
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prosperously advancing capitalism —lasted from 1924 
to 1929. 

It began with the London Conference and the 
adoption of the Dawes Plan in 1924, which was regarded 
as settling the vexed question of reparations on a practical 
basis (“the standpoint adopted has been that of 
business and not politics/^ declared tlie experts), and 
opened the way for the economic restoration of capitalism 
in Germany. This was followed by a flow of American 
capital ami credits into Germany ninl other European 
countries, leading to rapid industrial develoxjment and 
expansion. A series of League ot Nations loans assisted 
tlie smaller European States. In 1925 this economic 
restoration was followed by a j)ruces3 of political 
settlement through the Locarno Treaties, of which the 
most important guaranteed the we.stern frontier of 
Germany on a basis of common guarantees of Britain, 
France, Germany, Belgium, and Italy. In the same 
year Britain returned to the gold standard; and in 
successive years the gold standard, was re-established 
in the majority of <;ountnes. In 1926 Germany entered 
the League of Nations, closer Franco-German co-operation 
was established at Thoiry, and French and German 
interests united in the European Steel Cartel. Briand 
and Stresemann spoke of themselves as "'good Europeans'*; 
projects of “Pan- Europe*’ began to be mooted with 
semi-official encouragement, a new era of peace and 
progress was believed to have opened, with the gradual 
obliteration of old divisions and differenceg. In the 
Fame year the Preparatory Commission of the 
Disarmament Conference began its sessions, and 
continued in 1927 with the addition of representatives 
of the Soviet Union. In 1927 the Assembly of the 
League of Nations resolved that "'all wars of aggression 
are and shall alw^ays be prohibited.” In 1928 the Briand- 
Kellogg Pact recorded the pledges of all the States of 
the world to '^renounce war as an instrument of national 
policy.” In 1029 the Young Plan experts were laying 
the foundations of an International Bank, which should, 
in the words of the report, "become an increasingly 
close and valuable link in the co-operation of central 
banking institutions generally, a co-operation essential 
to the continuing stability of the world’s credit 
structure.” 
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Production and trade leapt up throughout the world. 
Between 1925 and 1929 the League of Nations index of 
the world production of foodstuffs (on the basis of 100 
as the average of 1925 — 9) rose from 98 to 103, of 
industrial raw materials from 92 to 111, of industrial 
goods Irom 92 to 111, and of the volume of world 
trade from 92 to 11 L In those same years the index 
of German industrial production rose from 87 to 109, 
of the United States from 9o to 109, of the United 
Kingdom from 99 to 112, of France from 88 to 114, 
Profits piled up, capital investments soared, share 
values soared. The index of the market value of 
industrial shares rose in the United States from 1 00 in 
1926 to 189 in 1929, in Germany from 93 in 1925 to 
126 ill 1929, in the United Kingdom from 109 in 1925 
to 139 in 1929. 

That was one side of the picture — a picture of boom 
conditions, of a ^‘loudly acclaimed iirosperity, peace and 
jirogress of a supposedly stabilised and reorganised 
capitalism wliich was believed to have overcome its 
contradictions and antagonisms. On this basis was 
built a host of illusions of “organised capitalism,” 
the “conquest of poverty,’’ the “end of crises,*^ 
and in general a *‘new era” of limitless expansion 
and world peace. Hoover declared in 1928 that “the 
outlook for the world to-day is for tlie greatest era 
of commercial expansion in history. ” and again 
that “ unemployment in the sense of distress is 
finally disappearing; we in America to-day are nearer 
to the final triumph over poverty thto ever before 
in the history of any land.’’ Tlie American Professor 
N. Carver of Harvard University published a book 
in 1928 entitled This Econowic Wodd in which he 
raised the question “How long will this diffusion 
of prosperity last ?” and answered : “ There is 

absolutely no reason why the widely diffused prosperity 
■which we are now witnessing should not permanently 
increase.” This vie^w was shared by the leaders of 
industry. The president of the Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation declared in 1928 : ‘T say with confidence 
that there has been established a foundation upon 
which there may be built a structure of prosperity 
far exceeding anything we -have yet enjoyed” ( The 
Iron Age, November 1st, 1928), The president of 
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General Motors declared ; “ Mj* standpoint regarding 

1929 is based ou the conviction that our general 
economic and industrial situation is thoroughly sound"' 
(JVew York Times, October 29th, 1928 ). Tiie special 

conditions of the American expansion of this period,- 
and the high wages paid to a section of the workers, 
were regarded as the type of modern capitalism. The 
view was expressed that capitalism was evolving, 
with the growing concentration of the great trusts 
and co-operation of the central banks, to a new 
type of organised capitalism or “ ultra-capitalism,’" 
i.e. to a rational productive organisation of economy 
on a world scale, eliminating crises and gradually 
overcoming proverty and unemployment. These views 
were especially promoted by the refcamist leadership 
of the Labour movements in Europe and America. 
The theorist of German Social Democracy, Hilferding, 
stated at the Kiel Congress of his party in 1927, 
that “ we are in the period of capitalism whieli in 
the main has overcome the era of free competition 
and the sway of the blind laws of the market, and 
we are coming to a cax>italist organisation of 
economy •.to organised economy,” and that ‘‘organised 
capitalism in reality signifies the supersession, in 
principle, of the capitalist principle of free competition 
by the Socialist principle of planned production.’" 

These illusions of the period of temporary 
stabilisation as a supposed new era of a stable and 
permanently advancmg capitalism were shared and 
expressed, in one form or another, by all the 
political leaders, the business leaders and the 
economic theorists of capitalism, as well as by tlie 
trade union and Labour reformist leaders and theorists. 
The Marxists alone at the time correctly analysed 
the situation and its future outcome. ^ 

1 After the eveat, official expression recognised the illusory 
character of the period of stabilisation. Thus the British 
Government Note of December 1st, 1932, to the United States 
declared ; 

“The prosperity of the period from 1023 ta 1929 was to 
a large extent illusory, and the seeds of future trouble had 
already been sown/* 

This hindsight after the event is typical of bourgeois 
economic wisdom. In fact, the admission was only made for the 
purposes of the debts controversy with the United States. 
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The reality was indeed different, as the subsequent 
world economic crisis which began in 1929 rapidly 
made clear to all. So far from the inner contradictions 
and antagonisms of capitalism having been overcome, 
they were intensified by the general crisis of post-war 
capitalism: and the subsequent world economic crisis 
exceeded in intensity all that had gone before. The 
whole basis of the post-war temporary stabilisaton 
w’as in fact rotten at the root. It did not represent 
in any sense a return even to the pre-war level of 
relative stability, but W’as built on forces wdiieh 
made certain the future collapse. The reasons for 
this lay both in the particular conditions of the 
process of partial stabilisation, and in the general 
conditions of the stage of capitalism that had been 
reached. 

The immediate pillar of the process of capitalist 
restoration in Europe was the flow of American 
capital export to Europe, and especially to Germany. 

This laid the basis for the return to the gold 

standard, and produced a temporary flush of 

prosperity and expansion. In reality it concealed a 

heavier dilemma than which it w'as intended to 
solve. 

The United States had emerged from the war a 
creditor nation in place of its previous debtor position. 
But it was a creditor nation of a new* type. Unlike the 
United Kingdom, which had since the middle of the 
nineteenth century combined a rising creditor position 
with a rising net balance of imports, representing the 
portion of the overseas tribute which was not reinvested, 
the United States combined its new- creditor position 
with a large surplus of exports, which w^as being forced 
up by every means of highly organised mass production 
and competitive selling, at the same time as high tariffs 
were being maintaired and increased to exclude imports. 
Eiom this resulted en obvious contradiction. The 
impoverished world after the W'ar w^as in debt to the 
w’ealthy American capitalism, and at the same time 
America w'as pouring out a surplus of goods on the 
wwld, which increased the debt. Europe wdth an 
adverse trade balance of foTir hundred million pounds 
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M'as needing to i>ay tribute to America with a 
favourable trade balance of two himdrerl million pounds. 
The result inevitably reflected itself in tlie flow of gold 
to America. Between 1913 and 1924 American gold 
holdingsro.se frean 1.924 million dollars to 4.409 million 
dollars, or rouglily jjaif the gold in the world. The 
apoplexy of capitali.st development had now reached 
an extreme point. While Europe was struggling with 
paper inflation and dear credit, the United Estates was 
struggling to ‘•immobilise*' and ‘"sterilise,** its gold in 
vaults in order to prevent ••gold inflation.’* “Your 
country has most of the gold in the world: what are you 
going to do about it was the question asked of 
Ambassadfu* Kellogg by ‘‘a distinguished London 
banker.*’ according to a speech of the former at a 
farewell banquet in London. His rejjly was : ‘•Bring 
the pound sterling to a gtdd basis and restore tlio 
currencies of Europe, and the gold question will settle 
itseir’ [The Tlmfs, January 3Ist. 1925). But, us 
subsequent experience lias shown, the question did not 
‘‘settle itsedf” so easily. 


The short-lived '‘solution” found was the export of 
American capital to Euro])e and the world. From the 
second half of 1924 loans and credits, governmentul 
and industrial, of which the Dawes Loan was only the 
leading examiile and signpost, poured into Europe 
from America. The restoration of Europe was in full 
swing. The Democratic Left (represented by the 
MacDonald Goverment in Britain and the 'Herriot 
Governient in France) had their brief heyday while the 
golden chains were being imposed— to be speedily 
replaced by sterner forces as soon as the exaction 
of the tribute became the task. The flow of gold was 
turned. Gold began to pass out again from America 
to the rest of the world. In the first half of 1924 the 
net gold imxiort into America was 450 million dollars; 
in the secoml half there was a net gold export of 170 
millions. The dollar exchange began to climb down 
closer to sterling. The restoration of the gold standard 
followed in Britain in 1926. 


It was obvious that the whole basis of tliis restoration 
was precarious and bound to lead to a future collapse. 
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So long as the flow of American capital export could be 
maintained, the jjosition could be held. Between 1925 
and 1928 the average annual total of American foreign 
investments amounted to 1.100 million dollars (U, S, 
Commerce Reports, May 13th, 1929). By 1928 the net 
interest from foreign investments amounted to 523 
million dollars, and the receipts on war debts to 210 
millions {it will be noted that the question of reparations 
and war debts accentuated, but played a secondary 
role in the total tangle), or a total of 733 millions (The 
Balance of International Payments of the United States in 
192S). Thus the new foreign investment exceeded 
the return in interest and receipts on war debts. It was 
Clear that this situation could not continue for more than 
a limited period. On the side of Germany the total gross 
foreign debt mounted up from 2*5 milliard Reichsmarks 
in 1925 to 25 milliards in 1929, or from £125 million to 
£1,350 million (Reich Statistical Office figures, Wirtscliaft 
and Statistih, November 2nd, 1930). By 1928 the German 
statistician, Dr, Kuczynski, estimated that of the total 
German wealth, computed at 50 to 60 thousand million 
dollars, foreign holdings in one form or another amounted 
to 13 to 15 thousand million, or one quarter (New York 
Nation, November 7th, 1928). As the pyramid of debt 
mounted up, and the interest was only being paid by 
new borrowing, each new loan became more precarious, 
and the prospect drew closer in sight when the flow of 
new foreign capital would dry up. But once this flow 
should begin to dry up (as it finally didin 1930), the 
whole structure would come crashing, unless a vast 
surplus of exports could have been achieved in the interim 
period to pay the tribute. At the end of the process 
of ‘'stabilisation” the original problem recurred in 
sharpened form. 


To meet this situation it was necessary for the European 
countries, and for Germany in particular, enormously 
to inerease their exports. But in the four years 1925 
to 1928 Germany had a net imports surplus of 7,811 
million marks, or £390 million. To turn this into an 
exports surplus sufficient to pay the interest on the 
foreign debts (even if reparations payments had been 
completely cancelled) would have made it necessary 
to flood the world market with German goods. 
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Every effort was made to achieve this aim. A 
gigantic rationalisation process was carried tlirongh. 
with tlie aid of the borrowed capital, to equip German 
industry to pour mass-production goods on the world 
market. But here the effort broke down against the 
deeper causes of the world economic crisis. 

Every capitalist industrial country in the period 
of partial stabilisatum was enormously increasing its 
productive power. Each one was seeking to obtain 
an enlarged share of the world market to absorb its 
output. At the same time the production of primary 
materials in the colonial and serai colonial countries 
was enormously forced up. For a period the process 
of expansion e<:>uld develop through the phase of the 
boom so long as the actual expansion of production 
could help to provide the expanding market. But 
ultimately this expansion of necessity 1 roke against 
the limits of mass consumption in tin* coditioiis of 
capitalist exploitation. The very process of rationalisation, 
which extracted a cmitinually increased output from a 
diminished labour force and Avith a diminished net 
return to labour, intensified this contradiction. Already 
in the beginning of 192S the Chief of the United States 
Bureau of Labour Statistics was raising the problem. 

'‘The question Avliich everybody was asking in 1927 
was: How is the reduced employment going to 
buy the increased output ? Rationalisation spells 
increased output. The year 1927 did not answer the 
question, and let us hope that it will he as successfiilly 
sidestepped in 192S/’ 

The first signs of the ajjproaching crisis appeared 
in the accumulation of stocks of primary product.^. 
World stocks of primary products, on the basis of 1923- 
1925 as 100, increased by the end of 1926 to 134, 
by 1928 to 161, and by 1929 to 192. An agrarian 
crisis doveloped in the colonial and semi-oolonial 
countries. 

The crash came in 1929. The crash began in the 
United States and extended to the world. American 
capitalism, which had been held upas the type of the 
‘•TiGw canitnlism.” and vrhich had been the T>rincinal 
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organiser of ‘‘stabilisation/’ became the princi])al 
demonstration of capitalist bankruptcy and the imniediato 
agent of disorganisation of world economy. ^ When tJio 
crash came, it was all the more extensive, lar-reacliing 
and lasting in its efi’ects, both because ot the enormous 
increase iu productive power, and 1)ecause . of the 
economic-political contlitions of the general crisis of 
capitalism already des(^ribc<l. 

The world economic crisis of 1929 to 1933 was tlio 
most devastating economic crisis in capitalist history. 
It is unnecessary to describe iu detail the liavoo of this 
crisis, wliose effects, continued into the prolonged 
depression that has succeeded it, liavo affected the lives 
of every human being. Between the peak in the second 
quarter of 1929 and the lowest point of the crisis in 
the third quarter of 1932, world industrial production 
outside the Soviet Union (whose production nearly 
doubled in the same period), on. the basis 
of the average of 1925 — 1929 as lOQ, fell from 113*1 
to 65*9, or a fall of 42 per cent (figures of the 
Institut fur Koniunkturforschung, re])rodiicod in 
World Production and Pricca, 1025—1932, League of 
Nations, 1938, p. 47). For contrast it is only 
necessary to note that in any previous pre-war crisis 
the maximum recorded fall of production was 7 pen* 
cent. Between 1929 and 1932 world trade, measured 
in gold dollars, fell by 65 per cent. The previous 
maximum drop, in the crisis of 1907 — 1908, was 7 
per cent. Mass unemployment rose to a total 
estimated at thirty to fifty millions. The League of 
Nations international index of unemployment n)so 
from 300 in 1929 lo 164 in 1930, 235 in 1931, 
and 291 in 1933, and remained at 274 in 1933 
and 221 in 1934. 

The period of temporary stabilisation thus ended 
in the greatest economic crash in history. In the 
earlier stages the attempt was still made to minimise 
its significance as a temporary interruption of capitalist 
progress. The attempt was made to attribute its 
causes to isolated, incidental factors, and in particular 
to the working of the vicious system of reparations 
and war debts. But the abolition of reparations 
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and war debts payments by the Hoover moratorium 
of 1931, so far from solving the crisis, only laid 
bare its deeper character. As the deeper effects of 
the crisis began to operate in 1931 — 1933, and the 
prolonged depression ensued, far-reaching economic 
and political changes followed which have transformed 
the world situation and shaped the present era. 

6, The Liquidation of the FosUWar Settlements 

The world economic crisis opened a period of 
storm in international political relations which is still 
rising. The language of peace and reconciliation 
passed into the background. The language of war 
and preparation for war became open and strident. 
The joint author of Locarno, Sir Austen Chambenain, 
looking out on the world in 1932, gave utterance at 
a- Primrose League dinner to his unconcealed 
apprehension, as he reviewed the transformation 
from the happy days ( me conaule ) of Locarno and 
stabilisation : 

, I look at the world to-day, and I contrast the 
conditions now with the conditions at that time, and 
I am forced to acknowledge that for some reason 
or other, owing to something upon which it is difficult 
to put one’s finger, in these last two years the 
world is moving backward. Instead of approaching 
nearer to one another, instead of increasing the measure 
of goodwill, instead of progressing to a stable peace, it 
has fallen back into an attitude of suspicion, of 
fear, of danger, which imperils the peace of the 
world.” 

(The TimeSy February 4th, 1932) 

** The world is moving backward.” The innocent 
might have imagined that a good Conservative should 
be delighted to be able to make such an announce- 
ment. But in fact the world was not moving 
backward. It was moving forward at an 
accelerating pace, to Rowing crisis, to ever more 
visible social, economic and political bankruptcy of 
the existing capitalist regime, to desperate expedients 
of reaction, to war and the menace of impending 
explosions, both within each country and internationally, 
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and to growing advance to revolutionary atnigglea. 
This was the* outcome to which the perioii of 
capitalist restoration had finally led. 


Ill rapid succession event followed event, bringing 
down the pillars of stabilisation and of the post-war 
settlements. In 1030 an emergency regime was 
catablishcd in Germany, suspending parliamentary 
forms ; this continued until the final transition to 
Fascism in 1933. In 1931 came the suspension 
of all payments of reparations and war debts ; 
the formation of the National Government in 
Britain ; the collapse of the gold standard in 
Britain, followed by most other countries ; and 
Japan’s invasion of North China, in violation of the 
Covenant of the League, the Washington Nine-Power 
Treaty and the Kellogg Pact, follo^vccl by Japan's departure 
from the League of Nations. In 1932 the Disarmament 
Conference opened while the Japanese guns were 
bombarding Shanghai and Chapei, and for three years 
dragged out its fruitless sessions; the Lausanne 
Conference registered the end of reparations; the Ottawa 
Conference of the British Empire marked the end of the 
last remains of free trade, while the completion of the 
first Five V^'ear Plan brought the Soviet Union to the 
position of the first industrial Power in Europe and the 
second in the wwld. In 1933 Plitlcr camo to power in 
Germany and inaugurated the regime of Fascist terror, 
with repercussions throughout Europe; Germany left 
the League of Nations and resumed freedom of action 
in the military sphere; Roosevelt inaugurated the 
emergency regime of the Ne^v Deal in the United States; 
the gold standard crashed in the United States, the only 
remaining great country where the pre-war gold 
standard bad continued; the World Economic Conference 
ended in swift fiasco. In 1934 <Iorman rearmament 
went forward, and the leaders of the Nazi storm troops 
were slaughtered in the Juno purge; Dollfuas was killed 
in Austria, and Barthou in France; armed struggles 
against Fascism and reaction took place in Austria and 
Spain; in France Fascism was held back by the united 
working-class front and later the people’s Front, 
the transformation of international political relations 
was signalised by the entry of the Soviet Union into 
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fche League of Natious. In 1935 Germany adopted 
its conscription law, in defiance of Versailles, followed 
by the Anglo-German Naval Agreement; the Franco- 
Soviet Pact revealed the new alignment of forces; Italy 
launched its war of aggression on Abyssinia, in defiance 
of the League; and Japan repudiated the Washington 
Naval Treaty. In the beginning of 1936, while Italy 
went forward with its war on Abyssinia, unchecked 
by the League’s very weak economic sanctions, and 
Japan went forward with its extending war on North 
China, the London Naval Conference was marked by 
the departure of Japan and registered the end of the 
Washington naval limitation system. Britain announced 
its new rearmament programme, and the German 
repudiation of Locarno and re- militarisation of the 
Rhineland opened a new crisis in European political 
relations. 

Eighteen years after the Armistice, sixteen j^ears 
after the Versailles Treaty, fourteen years after the 
Washington Treaties, eleven years after the restoration 
of the gold standard as a world standard, what remains 
of the post-war settlements? 

The Versailles Treaty was the treaty of the victor 
imperialist Povers of the West to hold down the rising 
German rival in permanent economic and military 
subjection. That aim has ended in complete failure. 

Britain, threatened before 1914 by the rising 
economic and naval challenge of Germany, prepared 
the elaborate encirclement system of the Entente and 
fought the war at a cost of a million dead and eight 
thousand millions of debt to defeat that challenge. In 
1913 Britain still held first place in -world export with 
13*11 per cent of the world total against 12*39 per 
cent for Germany and 12'56 per cent for the United 
States. The first effects of the war and of Versailles 
struck down Germany. By 1924 Germany had fallen 
to 5*76 per cent; but Britain had also fallen to 12'94 
per cent, while the advantage had gone to the United 
States, which had risen to 16*45 per cent. By 1929 
Germany had risen to 9*82 per cent and w*as once apafn 
pressing hard Britain, which had fallen further to 10*86 
per cent, while the United States stood at 15*77 per 
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cent. By 1930 German exporta at £601 million for the 
first time in history exceeded Britain at £5'i0 million, 
and this was continued in 1931 and 1932, united tho 
Hitler regime brought down German exports. In respect 
of production by 1928, according to the Institut fur 
Konjimkiurforschnng, German production stood at 10*8 
per cent of world production, while tho British proportion 
was 8*5 )'er cent; the figures for 1034 were 10*4 per cent 
for Germany, and 10*1 per cent for Britain. 

The whole system of reparations and war debts, which 
had been elaborately calculated with detailed schedulps of 
payments for eighty years ahead, collapsed in 1931 
with the Hoover moratorium completed by the Lausanne 
Conference ending reparations in 1932; in December 
1932 Britain made a last war- debts payment in gold 
to the United Stat^, made two token payments in 
silver in 1933, and finally repudiated payment in 1934. 

On the millitary side Versailles lies equally in ruins, 
Britain fostered German rearmament (uith the Daily 
Mail, which a decade and a half ago had daily 
proclaimed. “They will chest you yet, those Junkers/’ 
leading the pro-Gorman ranks) : the disarmament 
clauses were finally repudiated by tho German Military 
Law of 1935 ; the aerial disarmament clauses by the 
proclamation and rapid biiildidg up of the German 
Air Force ; the naval disarmament clauses by tho 
Anglo-Gcrman Naval Agreement of 1935, which included 
a special clause permitting Germany to build submarines 
up to 100 per cent of the British level, The remaining 
demilitarisation of the zone on the right bank of 
the Rhine w'as cancelled by tlie German military 
reoccupation of the zone in 1936, thus finally ending 
the military clauses of Versailles. 

There remain only the territorial clauses of Versailles 
still intact, the new frontiers in Enrope and the 
partition of the former German colonies ; and these 
are now under the full offensive of the advancing 
revisionist forces with the demand for far-reaching 
changes of the existing European frontiers to build a 
new Mittdeuropa under Nazi domination and for the 
return of colonies to Germany. 
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What of the Locarno Treaty of the Western 
European Powers, which constituted the main pillar 
of stabilisation and of the new period succeeding 
Versailles ? The Locarno Treaty lies equally in ruins, 
following the German denunciation of it in 1936. 


What of the League of Nations ? The United States 
never came in ; Germany and Japan have passed out ; 
Italy remains only nominally a member in defiance of 
its Covenant. There remain only two leading imperialist 
Powers, Britain and France. The League of Nations 
revealed its impotence before the Japanese aggression 
on Manchuria in 1931. and again before the Italian 
aggression on Abyssinia in 1935. Over the future of 
the League hangs a question-mark. If to-day, despite 
its manifest weakness, some signs of new life begin to 
stir in this institution, it is only since it was joinod 
by the soviet Union, whose inclusion was never 
contemplated, and was indeed expressly excluded (see 
the list of original members and “States invited to 
accede to the Covenant”) by the original Covenant. 

What remains of the Washington Treaties ? The 
^Vashington Nine-Powers Treaty, guaranteeing the 
integrity of China, has been torn to shretls by the 
Japanese invasion of China since 1931. The Washington 
Naval Five-Power Treaty, with its continuation in the 
London Three Power Treaty, of 1930, was shatt- 
ered by the Japanese denunciation in 1935; and the 
London Naval Treaty of Britain, the LMted States 
and Prance in 1936 marks the end of the quantitative 
naval limitation, with the remains of parity reduced 
to an exchange of letters, containing an extremely vague 
and elastic promise, between Britain and United 
States. 

The Kellogg Pact for the renunciation of war has 
been freely violated since its signature. 

Even such a secondary international pact of 
limitation as the 1925 Protocol for the prohibition of 
poison-gas warfare has been already torn to shreds 
by the the Italian action in Abyssinia, 
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What remains of the restored gold standard and 
stabilisation 'i It has given placo to the departure from 
gold of all but three countrie (with the hold of 
these increasingly precarious, and the near prospect of 
further departures), and to an intensity of currency war, 
economic instability and strangling of international 
trade without equal in the whole epoch of capitalism. 

It is evident on all sides liiat a new phase of the 
world situation has succeeded to the old post-war era. 
The conditions of the old post-war era have passed 
away, unhonoured and unlamented. New and intensified 
antagonisms and struggles are arising on every side. 



CHAPTER IV 


The Rising Antagonisms of 
Capitalist World Economy 

“ Guns are more important than butter ” 

GENERAL GOERING in January, 1936. 

At the root of the problems of world organisation 
lie the problems of world economy. Existing world 
economy in the post-war period is still troverned by 
capitalist relations; the existence of socialist economy 
over one-sixth of the world has been able to immunise 
that sector from the phenomena of decline common 
to the capitalist five-sixths of the world, but is not 
yet extensive enough to change the dominant capitalist 
character of world economy as a whole, 

It is manifest to all that post-war capitalist 
economy is very sick. This much is agreed by all 
the rival doctors, however much they may differ as 
to their diagnosis of the disease. For a short period, 
during the years of temporary stabilisation on the 
eve of the world economic crisis, the b lief was widely 
current that capitalism had overcome its post-war 
difficulties and was entering on a new era of rapid 
advance. But the world economic crisis dealt these 
illusions a heavy blow, and compelled wider recognition 
of the deeper contradictions of the present epoch. 

The decay of capitalism did not begin with the 
war of 1914. A closer analysis would show that 
this decay set in with the beginning of the imperialist 
era, when free trade capitalism gave place to the 
domination of monopoly, and capitalism in consequence 
ceased to he a progressive force for the development of 
production and became increasingly a fetter on the 
development of the productive forces. But the fuller 
working out of the consequences of this process only 
began to force themselves on general attention since 
1914, when the explosive force of the gathering 
contradictions had begun to shatter the whole fabric. 
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From 1914 capitalism enters into the period of its 
decline and downfall. 

This transformation of post-war capitalist economy 
has forced itself on the attention of all in the 
present period. 

What in 1913 might have still appeared, with 
whatever contradictions and hardships, as a functioning 
and elaborately adjusted mechanism of world production, 
trade and finance, advancing with only slight 
interruptions to a continuous expansion of production 
and to ever closer world interdependence and 
interrelationships, has now revealed itself in 
the present stage as a system of extreme 
disequilibrium and discord, with downward trends of 
production over long periods, with an increasing 
gulf between productive power and actual production, 
and with centrifugal tendencies of break-up of closer 
world relations towards a system of restricted world 
trade, separate and competing financial bases of 
unstably related currencies, weakened international 
division of labour, and uxtensified warfare of tlio 
monopolist blocs. In fact these tendencis were iilready 
present in the germ in 19 J 3; but they have only 
begun to reveal their full character and effcots in 
the post-war period, especially after the world 
economic crisis. The fact that seven years after the 
outbreak of the world economic crisis, and four 
years after the passing of its lowest point, these 
tendencies are still strongly and even in some 
respects increasingly marked, indicates that these are 
no short-term factors of a temporary, passing 
disturbance, hut are deeply rooted characteristics of 
the present period. 

The reoognitian of this deeper transformation was 
for long obscured by the { still not completely 
vanished ) tendency to regard 1913 as a ‘'norm'' 
from which capitalism has departed, and in consequence 
to find the causes of existing maladies in 
incidental, accidental disturbing elements, in the 
interference of arbitrary “ political factors 
( supposedly separate from the economic forces of 
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which they were the outcome and expression), or in 
particular errors of policy, rather than to see the present 
stage as the fuller working out of the inherent forces of 
the system as it existed already in 1913. 

The conception of the ‘‘return to pre-war' ’ as the 
ideal governed the years immediately after the war. 
This found characteristic expression at the time in the 
“normalcy’' slogan of President Harding in 1921, the 
“tranquillity’' slogan of Bonar Law in 1922, or the 
Supreme Council Economic Memorandum of 1920, 
which dismissed the existing disorganisation as “the 
invariable result of war." 

“In comparison wdth most wars the present 
situation is far from abnormal .. Taking the Allied 
countries as a whole, the recovery of industry has 
been remarkable. Nearly 18 months have passed 
since hostilities terminated; and the reaction which 
necessarily followed the tense strain of the war 
is gradually passing. The citizens of every country 
are once again resuming the normal occupations of 
home life, and in their renewed labour the Conference 
sees a clear sign of renewed prosperity." 

(“Declaration by the Supreme Council of the 
Peace Conference on the Economic Condition 

of the World,” 1920) 

Thus, during this first phase, the leading forces of 
capitalism saw only a temporary post-war disturbance 
to be solved by the return to “normal"; there was no 
understanding that the pre-war normal" had vanished 
never to return. ^ 

I. Roforenoe may bo made to the present writer’s argument 
at the time, in tho Labour Monthly of August 1921, criticising the 
assumptions of the slogan “Back to pre-war,” and msisting 
that “there will be no more normal years”; followed by a 
more detailed criticism of the Supreme Councirs Memorandum, 
and of the false analogies with the post-Napoleonie period, 
and attempted demonstration of the permanent changes in 
the post-war economic situation, which would only increase as 
the war receded inio the background, in the same journal 
for October 1921. By 1927 the Report of the Geneva Economic 
Conference was condemning the illusion of “Back to pre-war”: 

“Immediately after the war, many people naturally assumed 
that the war and tho war alone was the reason for the 
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The second phase, after the process of reconstruction 
had been completed and the period of temporary 
stabilisation had begun, dispelled the old illusions, but 
gave rise to new ones. The completion of reconstruction 
began to lay bare tbe more permanent clianges in the 
Structure and relationships of post-war capitalism 
(partially surveyed in the Reports of the Balfour 
Committee on Industry and Trade during this period); 
but the conception arose that out of the conditions of 
stabilisation and rationalisation a new era of limitless 
capitalist advance was opening which was increasingly 
overcoming the old crises and contradictions. The 
conceptions of this period were illustrated in the 
proceedings of the World Economic Conference at 
Geneva in 1927. The Conference Report condemmned 
the illusions of the “return to pre-war” : 

“The passing away of temporary financial and economic 
difficulties which have hitherto almost monopolised 
public attention now enable ns to see more clearly 

dislocation that omorged in the economic relations of intlividuols, 
of nations and of tho continonla. A simple return to 
pro-war conditions scorned in the circumstances tho approiu’iato 
objoctivG of economic policy which would bo suf>i(‘icnt to 
euro tho current difficulties. It is an inslmctivo iondoncy 
of mankind to turn to tho past ratlu^r than to llic Aituro 
and, oven at a moment wlicn an old order is htn’iig (lisp)ac<‘fl, 
to revert to former ideas and to attempt 1o rcsiorc tlu' 
traditional stato of aflViira. Experience has shown, liowevcr, 
that tho problems loft by the war cannot- ho solved in so 
simple a manner.” 

(Final Report of ilte World Fconomic Conference, 1027, p. 1/5^ 

As always, bourgeois economic wisdom trails behind tho 
event, but remains unable to understand the ))teRent-. By 
1927 voiy difforont problems wore requiring to be faetid in 
tho shape of tho new economic forc{»s which wcr(i reparing 
tho woiild economic crisis; but tho Geneva Economic Couforence 
remained blind to this situation (partially dealt- with, at the 
same time as the Geneva Economic Gonference, in Uio ]>rc‘scnt 
writer’s Notes in the Labour Monthl}i for July 3027, 
demonstrating how “from tho very conditions of stal>ilisation 
and partial recovery” were arising the premisses for a “new 
capitalist crisis” which wotild bo “no longer merely a sequel, 
but the prelude of new war problems”). A surviy of tho 
successive declarations of the Communist Intevnationul, and 
of the leading Marxist economic tlicorists such as E. Varga, 
would show that tho successive stages of tho post-war poj’iod 
woro correctly analysed and forosoon, pliaso by pluiso, by 
Marxism, and that the same cannot be said of any bourgeois 
economic treatment during those years. 
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and to study these more deeply rooted changes in 
the economic situation of the worid; it is hoj^eless to 
try to solve such problems by striving after the 
conditions of 1913.” 

( Report of the World Economic Conference, 1921) 

But the Conference Report placed its hopes in the 
supposed growing movement a\vay from policies of 
“economic isolation” (“the opinion of the world is 
beginning to understand that prosperity is not 
something which can be enjoyed in small compartments”) 
and in the advance of rationalisation (“the Conference 
has unanimously recognised the benefits of rationalisation 
and of scientific management, and it asserts the urgent 
need of greater, more far-reaching and better co-ordinated 
efforts in this field”. The unsound basis of the 
temporary stabili sation — analysed in the previous 
chapter ~ and the seeds of approaching crisis inherent 
in the process of rationalisation were not recognised by 
the Conference. 

The illusions of this period received typical 
illustration in a standard work of reference issued on 
the world economic crisis, the Fourteenth Edition of 
the Encyclopadia Briiannica (still current at the time 
of writing), which, appearing in 1922, contained an 
article on the subject of ‘‘Capitalism” celebrating the 
triumph of modern post-war capitalism in overcoming 
or mitigating the “former violence” of crises by its 
superior world organisation: 

“Capitalism is still accused of responsibility for 
avofdable unemployment, arising from periodic 
alternations of climaxes and depressions in trade 
activity, of ‘booms’ and ‘slumps.’ It is certain, how'ever, 
that though there must always be some tidal movement 
of rise and fall, the former violence of these rhythms 
is now much abated in times of peace owing to longer 
experience and fuller knowledge; to swifter information 
in every part of the globe of what is happening in 
every other; to quicker transport, to better- calculated 
control exercised by the great trusts and syndicates 
as indirectly by the great banking combinations; and 
to the better adjustment altogether of world forces of 
supply and demand.’’ 

{Encyclopadia Brilannka, I4th Edition, VoL IV, p. 

805, article “Capitalism’’) 
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It was in coiiscquenco only tLe breaking of the 
wprld economic crisis that began the process of 
awakening to the basic contradictions and new problems 
that had developed. The world economic crisis came 
like a bolt from the blue on the capitalist world. 
‘*In the summer of 1929,” declared the British 
Government Note of December 1st, 1932, to the CTulted 
States, “the storm that was brewing was not yet visible*’ 
(in fact the resolutions of the Tenth Plenum of the 
Communist International in July 1929 specifically 
predicted its approach and character). The effect, as 
the crisis developed and as the early prophecies of 
its rapid overcoming met with disappointment, was tp 
produce a universal confusion and disarray of bourgeois 
opinion. During the phase of the lowest depths of 
the crisis, from the end of 1931 ar.d through 1932, a 
sense of hopelessness and pessimism was widespread 
in ruling expression. The attempt was made to find 
the causes and solution of the crisis in isolated, 
secondary factors, in the effects of reparations and w'as 
debts, in tariffs, in monetary policy, in the distribution 
of gold, etc. These rival ^theories’* of the crisis in 
fact reflee ed the conflicting interests of different 
sections of finance- capital or rival imperialist groupings^ 
In praportion, howTver, as the particular measures 
attempted of cancellation of reparations and war debts, 
departure from gold to a managed currency, etc, failed 
to bring anj^^ basic solution and only accentuated the 
underlying conflicts, bourgeois policy turned increasingly 


1. The confusion of ruling opinion, following tho ocouomio 
crisis, was illustrated in tlio contradictory plotlioru of ‘^solutions’* 
offered on all sides for tho existing dilemmas. “I’lio only 
lasting step,” announced the Basel Exjiorts Commit tee’s 
Report in December lOBI, to solve “the increasing financial 
paralysis of the world,*’ is “tho adjustment of all reparations 
and war debts.” But a year after tho cancellation of those 
by the Hoover moj'atorium, tho JSJeononnst had to n^gister 
on May 14th, H)32, that “a year ago it was possible to 
believe— as Mr, Hoover and many bankers and stat(*smen 
believed — that the lift mg of the burden of reparations and 
war debts would be such a relief to the world that it would 
turn the tide of depression. That belief is no longer possible; 
it is abundantly clear that action on a much -wider scale is 
necessary.’* Tho “only ono w’ay out.” affiimed the MiiUaml 
Bank Eexnew in Jaiiuaiy is “the way of a rising price 

level.” “The only altornativo solution,” declai'od Keynes in 
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to the new forms characteristic of the present stage, 
the line of intensified monopolist organisation for 
intensified economic warfare, with increasing emphasis 
towards preparation for future armed warfare, as 
exemplified in the policies of the Roosevelt regime, 
of the British National Government, or of German 
‘‘National Socialism 

“Thus we reach to the present stage in which the 
basic antagonisms of capitalist world economy are 
brought out with extreme sharpness. Even as the low 
levels of the economic crisis are left behind, there is no 
longer recovery of the old “normar^ type to a new 
high level; world production, seven years after the 
opening of the crisis, has still barely reached the level of 
1929 (in the third quarter of 1935 still 17*7 percent 
below 1929, according to the New York Annalist Index); 
world trade remains heavily below the level of 1929 (in 
the third quarter of 1935 still 23*9 per cent below 1929, 
according to the League of Nations Index); mass 
unemployment continues in all countries, and even 
this very limited degree of recovery brings already in 

a lecture on “The World Economic Crisis and the Way of 
Escape” in February 1932, to the disappearance of the existing 
credit system,” is ’“a worldwide organised inflation.” “The 
way of escape from economic crises, “announced Sir William 
Beveridge in a Halley Stewart lecture on the same subject in 
the same month, “was by way of international action to 
suppress tho anarchy of purchasing power and to keep the 
liberty of production and exchange.” The only way to 
renewed ]n*osperity,” proclaimed a British Liberal Free Trade 
Manifesto in tho same month, signed by Lord Cowdray, 
J. A. Hobson, Sir George Paish, P. W. Hirst, H. G. Wells and 
others, “is tho I’omoval of all hindrances to the free 
exchange of goods and commodities.” 

Heedless to say, tho views of American, French, German 
capitalism, olc. and their theorists differed markedly from the 
British as to tho causes of the crisis and its solution, 
whether in respect of reparations and debts, of gold, of 
currency, of tariffs or of other factors. “The causes of this 
depression Ho in much more potent factors than these debts 
transactions,” affirmed tho United States reply to tho British 
Note in December 1932. Cancellation could not be considered 
proclaimed President Hoover in a parallel Press statement; 
but “recovery of prices and trade” might be achieved, not 
through cancellation, but through “tangible compensaTiori” 
from tho debtor countries in the shape of “expansion for 
markets of American agriculture and labour.” “I do not 
believe there is any cpiick or speciaeular remedy for the ills 
from which the world is suffering,” declared Andiw Mellon, 
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view the menace of a new crisis ia a number of countries. 
The inequality of capitalist development is carried to 
an extreme point; tlie degree of partial rcooxcry in the 
diflerent countries is extremel 3 ^ imoven; all forms of 
economic warfare are intensified; and rearmament 
and war-preparations play an increasing part in the 
economy of all countries. 

The whole experience of the post-war period, of the 
world economic crisis, and of the present phase succeeding 
to the world economic crisis and depression, is thus de- 
monstrating with increasing sharpness the iucompatibilit}’' 
of the forms of capitalist economy with the urgent 
tasks of world organisation, and the growning conflict 
between the productive forces, pressing towards world 
organisation, and the fetters of existing capitalist relations. 

• 1 . The Myth of '^IntmiationaV Capitalism 

When Cobden set out to negotiate the Commercial 
Treaty between England and France in 18(30, he wrote 
to Gladstone. 

reputed the world’s wealthiest man, in a spooeh at a Pilgrims’ 
dinner on his receptions as United States Ambassador in 
London in April 1932, “nor do I share the belief that there 
is anything fundamentally wrong with the social system. “Tho 
major cause of the crisis, argued tho French oeunomist-, Charles 
Hist, and tho ex-Govci‘nor of tho Banquo do France, Mtjroau, 
in a controversy with Sir Homy Striikosch in The Timef* in 
January 1932, lay in “British jiresuinpliou” in encloavouring 
t o ro-oslablish tho pound at par witliout any adequatt* e<'o«omic 
basis. “The princiiJal causo” of the crisis, explained the 
French financicjr and politician, Caillaux, in a lecture on 
“The World Crisis” to tho Hoyal Society of Arts in JiOndon 
in March 1032, was not “the defective working of tho 
monetary mechanism” or “the distribution of gold,” but “a 
superabundance of mechanic af api5lianco.” Tho solution of tho 
crisis, argued tho . same authority in an article on “L’ Avenir 
de I’Buropo” in tho French linancial journal Le CUtpifal in 
tho beginning of tho year, lay in tho exiendod colonial 
development in Africa. The solution of tho crisis, declared 
the protagonist of Pan-Europo, Count Ooudcnhovo-Kalorgi, in 
an article in tho Vienna Nenc Freic Pretitte in tlio same 
month, lay in the return of the former Gorman colontes to 
Germany. Tho cause of tho crisis, declared tho White Guard 
propagandists, lay in tho Soviet Union, and its solution in 
tho conquest of the rich territories there to bo exploited. 

And so on without end, to take only a few oxamploa of 
leading opinion, without taking into account the myriad 
patent medicines of tho faddisls and Iho cranks. The 
bourgeois ^‘theories’* of the crisis thus swvpfg reficcted the 
march of enpUalkt politics in the crisis, and' iraniiferred to 
the ideal plane the sharpening imperialist antagonisins^ 
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‘‘To improve the moral and political relations of 
France and England by bringing them into greater 
intercourse and increased commercial dependence I 
would walk barefoot from Calais to Paris/’ 

(quoted in W. E, Williams’ The Rise of 
Gladstone to the Leadership of the 
Liberal Party, 1859— 1868) 

Tiie faith in the international unifying role of 
capitalist economic relations which here finds expression 
has long vanished. It is the custom to-day for those 
who have succeeded Cobden and Gladstone as the 
leaders of capitalism to sneer at the vulgar shopkeeper 
illusions of their predecessors. But in fact those 
illusions of trading, manufacturing cosmopolitanism 
were by comparison more generous than the typical 
militarist, usurer, freebooting outlook of modern 
imperialism. The Liberal bourgeoisie of that age, 
even while they pursued the policy which corresponded 
to the interests of their domination and maximum 
exploitation of the world, believed that the realisation 
of the goal of universal free trade and international 
capitalist relations at which they aimed would shatter 
national frontiers and lead to world peace, harmony 
and unity — ‘‘the parliament of man and the federation 
of the wwld.” 

Very different was the outcome from their dreams. 
Liberal capitalism, by its own inner laws of development, 
through the very process of accumulation and 
concentration of capital to which the system of 
laisser-fairn gave free play, gave biith to monopoly- 
capitalism or imperialism. The politics of monopoly 
are by its very nature different from those of Liberal 
free trade. In place of pacific trade penetration on 
a basis of free competition, the policy of monopoly 
is the policy of exclusive domination, and is thus 
increasingly the policy of conquest and violence, of 
the use of political power and armed power to promote 
economic ends. The export of capital, as opposed 
to the simple sale of goods, requires in the last 
resort political domination to ensure the regular 
payment of its tribute. The fight for colonial areas 
of exploitation requires increasing armed forces, 
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not only for the conquest and aubjeetion of the colonial 
peoples, but still more for the conflict with rival 
imperialist groupings. Thus the State, with all its 
diplomatic and military power, becomes over more 
closely associated with the operations of inonoj)oly- 
capitalism. Every fact of monopoh/-ca 2 )italmn becomes 
essentially an act of politics, involving either openly 
or in the near background tlie armed power of the 
State. The day of ^’puro economics*’ is over. 
(Hence the naivete and blindness of those professional 
economists wdio in the age of imperialism (complain 
of the intrusion of ‘Apolitical factors'’ as cutting across 
their dream of a “pure’’ “economic” capitalism.) 

While the old forms of competition do not disappear 
with the development of monopoly, but continue 
alongside it, the advance to monopoly means tlie 
advance to new and intenser forms of competition 
and conflict. Competition develops from the relatively 
peaceful undercutting rivalry of individual merchants 
and manufacturers to the terrific conflict of modern 
highly organised concentrated States, using every 
w’eapon of armed force and unscrupulous diplomacy, 
and culminating in world war. The greater the scale 
of capitalism, the greater the concentration, tho more 
intense growls tho conflict, the more violent and 
desperate the means employed; as the power of 
production grows greater, the available markets 
relatively diminish, tho competition of ex})orts 
increases, and the spheres of the earth’s surface for 
the supply of raw materials and for new exploitation 
are all marked out. 

Tho age of Cobden and peaceful politics gives 
way to the age of Chamberlain and aggressive 
imperialism. The age of Chamberlain gives way 
to the age of Lloyd George and the world war. 
The world war gives way to the nightmare politics 
of the post-war period of Versailles, reparations, 
inflation, counter-revolution, Fascism, Mussolini and 
Hitler. 

Capitalism reveals itself in fact, with the increase 
of concentration and the power of })roduction, not 
as a growingly harmonious and organised system of 
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world production, but as a growingly violent system 
of antagonisms. The inequality of capitalism grows conti- 
nuously greater : the rich grow richer and.^the poor poorer; 
and the capitalist nations and S cates themselves become 
increasingly differentiated into the more and less 
successful in the scramble for the division of the 
world, with a growing gulf between them, and a 
continual diminution in the ranks of the independent 
exploiter states as nation after nation becomes openly 
or hiddenly subject to the stronger. 

Thus the dream of world unity through capitalism 
already received its death-blow icith the opening of the 
age of imperialism. 

Nevertheless, this real state of affairs remained 
partially hidden from general recognition, not only 
during the ” armed peace ” which preceded the war, 
but even after the war. The conception that through 
the operations of world capitalism, of international 
capitalist finance, of international trusts, etc. , the economic 
bonds were being drawn closer for world peace and world 
unity continued to find expression. The reason for this lay 
in the dual character of the process of imperialism. On 
the one hand, the operations of imperialism did 
draw closer, at any rate until the most recent period, 
the economic network of the world and carried still 
further the international division of labour, even 
though on an antagonistic basis of exploitation and 
subjection. On the other hand, the development of 
imperialism meant the rising antagonism and conflict 
of the rival imperialist groupings, expressed in 
intensifying trade war, tariff wars, struggle for 
concessions and areas of exploitation, and ultimate 
armed conflict. These two tendencies were not opposing 
tendencies, but the two sides of a single process. 
And it was the character of rising antagonism that 
was the decisive character. 

The mythical conception of a growingly harmonious 
international capitalism, upon the basis of the 
uniform gold standard and the increasingly intrio ite 
network of financial interrelations across State 
frontiers, was wide-spread before the war. ‘‘Capital 
knows no country,’ ' as the half-true saying goes, and 
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flowed easily across the world in the vscarch of the 
maximum profit. But even the degree of stability 
and apparently harmonious working of the pre-war 
system, which piovkled the basis for these illusions 
of a growing world harmony, was in reality based 
upon a temporary and rapidly disappearing foundation 
of the British pre-war finaiici«al supremacy. London 
was the still unchallenged financial centre of the world. 
Britain was the world's creditor, and continuously 
absorbed its tribute, either in reinvestment or in the 
rising excess of imports. As the Memorandum of 
the Federation of British Industries on Monetary 
Policy, issued in 1933, declared after the event 
with a considerable measure of truth : 

“ The world gold standard as it operated in the 
pre-war period was in fact predominantly a sterling 
standard.*’ 

The same Memorandum continued with the complaint 
that this system was ‘‘shattered beyond recall” by the 
appearance of rival imperialist Powers challenging 
the British supremacy : 

“ The uncontrolled association, tlirough the gold 
standard of other countries having indo])entlcnt 
national plans, such as France and Germany, with the 
British plan was an unstable and highly artilicial 
economic phenomenon. The war shattered that 
association, probably beyond recall. The emorgenoo, 
since the war, of the U.S.A. as a leading creditor 
country has still farther complicated the situation.” 

' “The breakdown of the gold standard in Great 
Britain in September 1931, marks the final failure of 
the attempt, probably foredoomed from the first, to 
recreate after the war the pre-war international 
monetary system.” 

The apparent stability of the pre-war system was in 
fact the reflection, not of harmony, but of British 
supremacy, which was not yet broken, though 
increasingly challenged. To this extent the full effects of 
the rising antagonisms, which [wore eventually to 
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disrupt the stability, were still jjartialiy veiled from 
view in the pre-war period. 

These conditions could no longer contimie in the post- 
war period- The British supremacy was broken. The 
fight of the imperialist blocs, and in particular of 
London, Paris and New York to be the world’s financial 
centre, was open. The conditions for stability had 
vanished. 

Nevertheless, this situation was also veiled for a short 
period during the phase of temporary stabilisation, which 
once again gave rise to even reinforced illusions of a 
growing **internationar’ capitalism. The theory of “ultra- 
imperialism,*’ or the supposed advance to a pacific world 
unity of imperialism (further discussed in the next chapter), 
found ready soil. The International Bank, or “Bank of 
International Settlements,"’ promulgated by the Young 
Plan in 1929 and set up in 1930, was regarded as the 
nucleus of an internationally directed world financial 
centre. The Young Report declared : 

“ In the natural course of development it is to be 
expected that the bank will in lime become an 
organisation, not simply or even predominantly 
concerned with the handling of reparations, but also 
with furnishing to the world of international commerce 
and finance important facilities hitherto lacking. 
Especially it is to be hoped that it will become an 
increasingly close and valuable link in the co-operation 
of central banking institutions generally, a co-operation 
essential to the continuing stability of the w^orld’s 
credit structure.*’ 

In fact, even the process of setting up the International 
Bank, and the question of its site, revealed the sharp 
battle of New York, London and Paris ; while the 
immediate sequel to its establishment, so far from 
seeing a greater “ stability of the world’s credit 
structure,” saw its greatest collapse since the war. 

A leading German financial authority wrote in 1925: 

“ The solution of the problem of competition is 
not to be found in the strangling of productive 
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forces .... Rather must it be sought in the 
international organisation and rationalisation of the 
processes of production. That which is so obvious 
in the case of the Dmischa Werft--iho technical 
superiority— must be made determinative in 
intoruational ]>roduction ; not as though every nation 
iormed a closed economic unit to itself, but instead 
by a common understanding on the basis of the 
international division of labour. The tendency 
towards * national economic dictatorship at any 
price ’ must be abandoned, and each economic 
unit return to the form of production to which it 
is naturally predestined.” 


(pR. OSKAR MOHRTTS, Manager of the Dresdner Bank’s 
Financial and Statistical Department, in the 

Financial Times ^ May 4th, 1925) 

Here under the form of a plea for the “ international 
organisation of production ’’ the illusion of any such 
conception of an agreed international capitalist 
organisation is revealed. For the actual substance 
behind the professed plea for “international organisation” 
is the demand that the “ technical superiority of 
German industry shall be recognised and given the 
place in the world market that it merits. The 
** international ” plea is the cover for the offensive 
of a particular section of monopoly capitalism. 
Despite the declarations against “closed economic 
units” and “national economic dictatorship/’ the 
international” line of the Dresdener Bank necessarily 
finds its final outcome in the line of Hitler and 
Schacht. 

Even as late as 1931 the illusion that a new 
basis of permanent stability and world financial 
interdependence had been achieved, ruling out the 
possibility of the use of “political and military 
power” for economic ends, found expression in the 
following statement of the British publicist, Norman 
Angell (who has continued in the post-war period, 
as in the pre-wo.r period, to endeavour to apply 
the conceptions of free trade capitalism to the 
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conditions of imperialism, and on this basis to urge 
the supposedly mistaken character of the violent and 
military policies of imperialism) : 

“Political and military power can no longer be 
used as an inslrumont of economic exploitation. 
Speaking broadly, you cannot in the modern world 
of an international gold standard, an interdependent 
world-wide banking system, international trusts, 
international cartels, use military force to seize 
wealth and transfer trade as you once could.” 

NORMAN ANGELL, in The United Stales and Great 
Britain, a symposium published hy the Chicago 
Council of Foreign Relations, 1932) 

This contribution was dated May 25th, 1931. In 
September 1931 Britain went off the gold standard, 
the “'modern world of an international gold standard” 
passed out of view, and Japan seized Manchuria by 
military force for purposes of economic exploitation, 
subsequently using its military control to establish a 
Government oil monopoly in defiance of British and 
American protests. 

In reality even the short-lived phase of temporary 
stabilisation in the post-war period also, as in the 
pre-war period, reflected the temporary predominance, 
although on a much more unstable basis, of a 
particular monopolist grouping, American capitalism. 
Between 1925 and 1930 the tFiiited States replaced 
Britain as the w'orld’s largest foreign investor. But 
this lead w^as far from secure; Britain, 'svhich still 
retained the position of holding the largest total of 
overseas capital, w'as straining every nerve to 
re-establish its lead in the export of ne^v capital; and 
the instability of the whole basis was revealed in 
the subsequent crash. When the outw^ard flow of 
American capital dried up, the gold standard crashed. 

The effects of the world economic crisis shattered 
the post-war illusions of the growth of “international” 
capitalism or supposed development of capitalism 
towwds closer international unity and interw'eaving 
of interests. The war of the imperialist blocs was 
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laid fully bare. The uniform gold standard gave place 
to a battle of competing currencies. Trade wars and 
^tariff wars were carried to an intensity of now forms 
previously unknown. The tendencies to “isolationism^’ 
or so-calied “national self-siiflficicncy” or '‘autarchy, 
that is, to closing in of the monopolist areas in 
order to strengthen the economic and strategic position 
for the world conflict, beeamo strongly marked, alike 
in Nazi Germany, in Roosevelt America and in the 
policies of the National Government' in Britain. For 
a period even a reverse tendency sot in, from that 
characteristic of the phase of stabilisation, towards 
a breaking up of. the world market and heavy 
reduction of international trade, and towards a 
drying up of the floAV of capital export. The future 
of these tendencies is bound up with the general 
development of the international situation as a wdiole. 
What is evident is that the economic and political 
war, preparing ultimate armed war, of the rival 
imperialisms has reached an extreme intensity and 
openness. 

2. The War of the Monopolist Blocs And the 
Eestriction of Prod%iction and Trade 

The character of the present stage of capitalism, 
after the ending of the phase of temporary 
stabilisation, is thus one of intensified antagonisms 
and instability. 

At the root of the whole process is the increasing 
war between the expanding productive forces and 
the restrictive shell of capitalist relationships. From 
being in its early stages the main locomotive of 
development of the productive forces, capitalism 
in its era of decline has become more and more visibly 
a fetter on the further productive development that 
could now, with the present degree of knowledge 
and technical advance, be rapidly achieved if the 
obstacles of private property relationships were 
removed. 

Speaking at a dinner of the Britisli Chemical 
Manufacturers’ Association in February 1935, Lord 
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Melchett, the head of Imperial Chemical Industries, 
declared : 

*‘I do not think any technical man would deny 
that it is physically possible to double the production 
of every important raw material and every important 
manufactured commodity within a period of the 
next ten years* It is a perfectly practical problem 
from a purely technical point of view. 

‘'If that be true, why should not the world 
very rapidly become twice as prosperous as it is 
to-day ^ The outstanding and obvious reason 
is that we havo no economic machinery capable of 
expanding at anything like that rate.^^ 

Very diiferent was the actual policy of capitalism 
in the face of these enormous possibilities of productive 
development, capable of rapidly removing poverty 
throughout the w’orld. As Roosevelt declared in his 
presidential election campaign in 1932. 

“Our industry is already built up. It is a question 
whether it has not been built up too much. 
Whoever wants to build new factories and ne^v 
streets, and to organise new trusts, would be more 
of a hindrance than a help to us. The days of the 
great initiators, of the finance titans, are gone. 
Our task is not to find and exploit new natural 
wealth, and not to produce a still greater quantity 
of commodities, but to learn how to carry on with 
the existing resources and the existing factories.^’ 

{Franhlln D. Roosevelt, speech at San Francisco in 
1932, quoted in Gilbert Seldes’ The Years 

of the Locust, p. 233) 

Similarly, Neville Chamberlain for the British 
Government made his declaration at the World Economic 
Conference in June 1933, that “to allow production 
to go on unchecked and unregulated in these modern 
conditions, when it could almost at a moment’s notice 
be increased to an almost indefinite extent, was 
absolute folly.*’ 
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These declarations, which can bo paralleled ou every 
side ill the present period, sound the deatli-knell of 
capitalism as a productive form. Tiieir significance 
is underlined by the simultaneous ouormous advance 
of production in the Soviet Union, where the expansion 
of production meets no chocks in the limits of consum])tion , 
since production is socially organised for use. Between 
1929 and 1934, according to the report of Molotov to the 
Seventh Soviet Congress in January 1935, the industrial 
production of the Soviet Union rose by 229 per cent, 
at the same time as that of the capitalist would fell by 
24 per cent. 

The restricted utilisation of the productive forces 
was a marked feature of post-war capitalism even 
before the world economic crisis of 1929, “We appear 
to be in a condition of stability at a level of production 
considerably below the capacity of the national (fapital 
and labour force/’ declared the London and Cambridge 
Economic Servic Bulletin of March 23rd, 1928. This 
condition was not confined to Britain. In a survey 
entitled Americans Oap.tciiy to Produce, undei'takeu 
by Edwin G. Nourse and Associates far the Brookings 
Institution, Washington, and published in 1935, the 
conclusion was reached that between 1925 and 1929 
from 17 per cent to 20 per cent of the capacity of 
available plant was not untilisorl. On the basis of 
careful calculations the authors estimate that technically 
production in 1929 could have exceeded a.ctual output by 
20 per cent, and that the income of 15 million families 
could have been increased by £1,000 (or roughly £4 
a week) each. Between 1922 and 1928 thc» blast- 
furnances of the United States were worked at an 
annual average of 67 per cent of production capacity 
the percentage for open-hearth furnances was 73*8, for 
Bessemer steel production G5*4, and for electric 
furnaces 41*6. In Germany steel production from 
1926 to 1929 averaged an annual 86 per cent of 
producing capacity. All this was during the “boom/* 

The world economic crisis gave an enormous extension 
to this failure to utilise the productive forces. In 
addition to the compulsory idleness of factories, 
plant, shipping, etc., and of tens of millions of workers. 
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this period saw inaugurated for the first time on 
a gigantic scale by all the leaders of capitalism and 
main governments of capitalism wholesale restriction 
and limitation policies, made possible only by the 
monopolist basis or by direct State action, and even 
actual destruction of raw materia^ and agricultural 
prolucts, ploughing up of crops, bounties for 
non-production, dismantling of plant and shipyards 
wrecking of spindles, etc. The examples of this are 
well known, and their significance needs no emphasis. 

In the period of depression succeeding the crisis 
the under-utilisation of productive capacity markedly 
continued. In 1934, according to an estimate of 
the German Tnstitut fur Konjunkturforschung issued 
in March 1935, 42 per cent of the productive capacity 
in the United States was unused, 42 per cent in Canada 
38 per cent in France, 32 per cent in Italy, 27 per cent 
in Germany, and 12 per cent in Britain. 

While the existing contradictions have forced these 
reactionary policies of restriction and limitation 
upon monopoly-capitalism, such policies can provide 
no permanent solution to the contradictions. On 
the contrary, the accumulation of capital seeking 
outlet, no less than the growth of productive power 
and continuation of the process of rationalisation 
and speeding up in order to economise in the costs 
of production, ceaselessly drives to expansion, and 
beats against all policies of restriction. This drive to 
exp.msion finds its expression in the intensified conflict of 
the imperialist blocs, which reaches to new heights since 
the world economic crisis. The old trade wars and 
tariff wars are carried forward to new intensity and 
take on new forms of elaborate systems of quotas, 
licences, prohibitions, currency restrictions and every 
form of direct State action to control the movement 
of trade, benefit allies and injure rivals. 

Through the whole post-war period a long series 
of international conferences have passed solemn and 
unanimous resolutions deploring the growth of tariffs 
and restrictions on trade. Notable in this record 
have been the resolutions of the Brushels Financial 
Conference in 1920, the International Bankers' 
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Manifesto in 1020, the resolutions of tlu^ World 
Economic Conforenee at 0(^ncva in 1927, the atteinpie<l 
European Tariff Truce in 1930, and the preparatory 
Committee’s Memoranda prej)ared for the World 
Economic Conference in 1933 wliich ended in breakdown. 
These paper resolutions, reflecting the spurious 
agreement of the monopolists in deploring each other’s 
tariffs, have been eontinuosly accompanied by the 
growth of tariffs and rcstrici-ions, ref hooting tlie real 
forces of conflict. 

Even in the period of stabilisation between 1925 
and 1929, when the argument of currency ineqxialities 
and variations as a ground for increased tariffs was 
largely removed, the average level of tariffs, according 
to the League of Nations calculations, showed increases 
in Germany by 20 per cent, in France by 38 ])er cent, 
in Belgium by 59 per cent, in England by 112 per 
cent (actual level from 4 per cent to 8*5 per cent), 
while in the United States the Fordney- McCumber 
tariff on 1922 had already established a crushing 
increase. By 1927 the average ad valorem tariff on 
manufactured goods stood at 20 per cent in Germany, 
21 per cent in France and 34 per cent in the 
United States. 

The effects of the world economic erbis enormously 
carried this process forward. The Unitcnl States led 
the way with the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930, 
which imposed heavy increases and evoked protests 
from twenty-nine Governments. In 1932 Britain 
adopted general protection, followed by tlio Ottaw’a 
agreements. In the same year Frances both raised its 
import duties and established a system of quota 
restrictions on a large variety of m*anufacturc<l and 
sembmanufactured articles. In September 1932 Germany 
adopted a new tariff with an increase of duties in many 
cases by 100 per cent. The succeeding years have 
seen the development of a large network of Vestriotions 
leaving the old tariff methods far behind, not only 
through devices of ernergoncy tariffs, which can be 
imposed or increased by . administrative decree, lut 
still more through systems of quotas, prohibitions, 
and foreign exchange restrictions, as well as through 
the fetters of bilateral trade agreements. 
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In 1926 the so-called International Bankers’ 
Manifesto, signed by a host of leading names of 
bankers and trust magnates in Britain, and to a lesser 
extent in other countries, had issued Plea for the 
Removal of Restrictions upon European Trade/* 
“Production as a whole has been diminished/’ urged 
the Manifesto, on account of “false ideals ot national 
interests’* regarding “trading as a form of war/’ It 
wound up with the call : 

“The establishment of economic freedom is the 
best hope of restoring the commerce and the credit 
of the world/* 

Sufficient comment cn the value of this Manifesto 
is afforded by the fact that its signatories, the 
knights of this crusade for “economic freedom/* 
w'ere precisely the leaders of monopoly- capital, a 
Morgan, a Finlay, a Schacht, a Vickers or a Weir, 
who were not only actively engaged in stamping out 
the remains of freedom of competition at home, but 
were equally the most active in pressing forward trade 
war abroad, and in all their respective countries, 
except Britain at that stage, were directly upholding 
heavy tariffs, ^ 

Four years later, in 1930, the British bankers 
(alone this time and without any international allies) 
issufd a new manifesto in which they disclaimed 
the old. They said : 

“Bitter experience has taught Great Britain that 
the hopes expressed four years ago in a plea for 

1. Needless to say, the organs of reformism throughout Europe 
found in this Bankers’ Manifesto fresh proof of the triumph of 
‘‘international capital/’ displacing the previous divisions of 
capitalism. Thus the Daily Herald wrote in its editorial on 
October 20th, 1926, with reference to the Manifesto.” 

“The trusts themselves are becoming international. This 
is the internationalism, not of labour, not even of Manchester 
commercialism, but of international finance seeking a 
mew means to the stabilisation of capitalism Tliere is to 
be no longer competition, but eo-operation in the double 
exploitation of the workers as producers and as consumers.” 

The subsequent events, no less than the fate of the Manifesto, 
have sufficiently answered this failure to understand the real 
character of imperialism as a system of antagonistic groupings of 
monopoly capitalism, whose advance increases, instead of 
diminishing, the inner divisions and conflicts of capitalism. 
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the removal of restrictions upon European trade 
have failed to be realised. 

“The restrictions have been materially inercasod, 
and the sale of surplus foreign products in the 
British market has steadily grown. 

“While we retain the hope of an ultimate 
extension of the area of free trade throughout the 
world, we believe that the immediate step for 
securing and extending the market for British 
goods lies in reciprocal trade agreements between 
the nations constituting the British Empire. 

“As a condition of securing these agreements 
Great Britain must retain her open market for all 
Empire imports, while being prepared to impose 
duties on all imports from all other countries.” 

This marked the turning-point for British policy. By 
the imposition of a complete tariff in Britain 1932, 
and by the Ottawa agreements of the saxuc year 
endeavouring to draw a fence around the Empire, tho 
last remains of free trade vanished from the earth. 
The fight of imperialism had entered on a new 
intensity. 

Tho rising struggle of each imperialist Power since 
the world economic crisis to force down imports and 
force up exports resulted in an intensity of 
contradiction which refioeted itself in the falling 
figures of world trade even after the lowest depth 
of the crisis had been passed. Tlie total of U’orld 
exports, measured in millons of gold dollars at the 
old parity, fell from 33.021 in 1929 to 26,483 in 
1930, to 18,908 in 1931, to 12,895 in 1932, to 11,740 
in 1933, and to 11.364 in 1934, or one third of 
the level of 1929. This gold valuation, however, to 
some extent exaggerates tho drop; in terms of 
sterling, it represents a drop of 45 per cent, and, 
allowing for price changes, it represents a drop in 
physical volume of 22*5 per cent {Review of World 
Trade, 1934, League of Nations, 1936). 

Already by 1931 the leading London financial 
organ, the Economist, was lamenting (in its issue of 
November 7th. 193 Jh 
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** Cabinet after Cabinet all round Europe is 
seeking desperately to ‘correct the balance’ by 
restricting imports and encouraging exports by all 
means in its power. The spectacle of Europe is 
one of a group of countries all straining their efforts 
to sell, in order to meet foreign obligations, yet 
preventing other nations from attaining the same 
object by selling to them. Along that path lies 
ultimately the cessation of international trade and 
the bankruptcy of the world.’* 

In fact, however, this abstractly logical 
continuation of the line to zero and “the cessation 
of international trade and the bankruptcy of the 
world” leaves out of account the real forces of 
imperialist conflict. As the subsequent years have 
abundantly shown, the increasing drive to so called 
^‘national self-sufficiency” is by no means a drive to 
isolation and the cessation of international contact; 
it is, on the contrary, the drive to intensified conflict 
for the conquest of the world market, and, above 
all, the economic and strategic preparation for 
battle for the domination of the world. 

3. The Currency War: Sterling --Dollar ---Gold 

A special aspect of the present stage of imperialist 
relations, and of the existing instability and 
disintegration, is the currency conflict. This aspect 
reflects all the existing imperialist antagonisms, 
and especially that one which is the most important 
and finally dominant, the Anglo-American antagoaism. 

The war threw down London from its 
international financial domination, but without 
establishing New York securely as its successor. 
When the pound was “unpegged” after the war from 
its artificially maintained war-time parity with the 
gold dollar, its weakness was at once apparent. But the 
report of the Cunliffe Committee in Deccnaber 1919 
definitely set the aim to re-conquer the old position; 

“Increased production, cessation of Government 

borrowing and decreased expenditure both by the 
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Government and by each individual member of the 
nation are the first essentials to recovery. These 
must be associated with the restoration cd' the 
pre-war methods of controlling' the currency and 
credit system of the country for the purposes of 
re-estabiishing at an early date a free niarkt^t for 
gold in London/* 

(Final Keport of the Committee on Currency and 
Foreign Exchanges After the War, 1919) 

Britain strained every nerve to re-establish the old 
basis. While the other European countries met 
their post*war difficulties hy inflating and 
depreciating their currencies, in Britain the opposite 
course w'as pursued, and by 1925 the pound was 
finally re-established at the old gold parity, 
even though at the cost of laying heiivy burdens 
on home industry and on the workers and doubling 
the incomes of the rentier sections. The governing 
objective of this policy was the flglit against the 
United States for world financial domination. In 
restoring the gold standard, the British Chancellor 
of the Exchequer, Churchill, explained iu l^arliamcnt 
in the debate on May 4tli, 1925, on the question 
of the restoration of the gold standard and the 
danger of dependence on the United States: 

‘*It would be impossible for London to retain its 
position as the centre of the British Empire and 
world finance unless it were able to march with 
the movement in the direction of establishing a 
common foundation for all international 
transactions. ... We were often told that the gold 
standard would shackle us to the United States. 
It would shackle us to reality/’ 

And again: 

“W^hether wc went on the gold standard or not, 
our interests were profoundly and intimately involved 
in those of the United States. Therefore it was 
not a question of whether the return to the gold 
standard made u.s dependent on the United States, 
but whether it made us more dependent, or 
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dependent in an unhealthy or subservient manner. 
The answer to that question seemed to depend on 
whether Ave would ourselves be stronger on the 
gold standard or not. 

‘‘Britain and her Dominions together constituted 
an enormous power, a power so great and so 
comprehensive that it was strong enough to exist 
side by side in amicable association wdth even 
a larger economic and tinancial power without 
prejudicial effect.’’ 

Seven years later the same ChurcLill w’as to 
declare in Parliament on May 8bh, 1932: “It was 
the hideous process of <teflation which was the main 
cause of our troubles.’’ 

The Britbb return to the gold standard at the 
old parity has been widely criticised as the original 
sin of British post-war finance; and indeed its sequel 
was disastrous enough. But in fact this policy was 
rendered inevitable by the conditions of the fight 
against the United States at this stage. The 
alternative would have been the loss of control of 
the Empire by the attachmerit of the Dominions to 
the dollar. As the Economist stated in a later discussion 
(in its issue of February 2Isb, 1931) on the causes 
of the return to the gold standard: 

“The last straw that turned the scale was the 
urgent representations of the Dominions, one of 
whom had already decided and another of 
whom had indicated its intention to take a- 
step which would have tied them monetarily to 
the dollar and divorced them trom the pound if 
Great Britain had hesitated.” 

Devaluation ■would have undoubtedly been easier: 

“It would have undoubteily eased our problem 
if we had devalued the pound and returned to 
gold at, say, dollars 4,40 to the 

But the decisive issue was the fight against tile 
United States: 
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''The Ttictc suggestion of devaluation oroatod 
abroad a distrust of Lon ion and weighted the 
scales against us in the struggle between New 
York and London— the issue of which was still 
in doubt— for commercial and financial 

predominance.’’ 

But the actual stronger position of the United 
States was not overcome by the British return to 
gold. As the Financial Times declared at the time 
on April 28th, 1925: "Even if America is the 
predominant partner in the gold standard alliance, 
she will find it to her interests to use her 

power with discrimination and benevolence.” The 
real weakness of the British position, whose 
declining economic basis could not maintain 

the pound at the old parity, was exposed 
in the years 1926—1931, Despite all the efforts of 
Britain, the American export of capital amounted to 
very nearly double the British in these years. During 
the four years 1925 to 1928 American new issues of 
capital abroad amounted to an annual average of 
1,100 million dollars, against a British annual average 
of 650 million dollars (U.S. Commerce Reports, May 
13th, 1929). In 1928 the American figure stood at 
1,251 millions, the British at 698; in 1929 the 
respective figures stood at 671 and 459, in 1930 at 
905 and 529 ; only in 1931 after the collapse the 
American figure had fallen to 229, while the British 
was 209, and by 1932 the American total had vanished 
to 29 millions, while the British was 102 millions 
(League of Nations Balance of Payments^ 1931-1932). 
The total of American foreign investments rose from 
8,522 million dollars in 1922 to 12,187 millions in 1927 
(estimate of the U.S, Department of Commerce, 
Finance and Investment Division, in the Hoover 
Committee Report, Recent Economic Changes in the 
United States. 1929, Vol. II, p. 727). By 1928 the 
gross total of American private investments abroad 
was estimated by Dr. Max Winkler (The Ascendancy of 
the Dollar, Foreign Policy Association Information 
Service Supplement, New York, March, 1929) at 
15,600 million dollars. In the same year the British 
total w^as estimated by Sir Robert Kinderslev fin the 
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Economic Journal for March 1929) at £3,990 millions, 
equivalent to 10,930 million dollars. By 1931 Dr. 
Winkler’s estimate of the American total was 17,968 
million dollars. 

At the same time. American holdings of gold in 
central banks, which had risen from the equivalent of 
£520 million in 1919 (against £392 million in 1913 for 
gold in central banks and in circulation) to £819 
million in 1925, .stood at £833 million in 1931. The 
total British gold holding, which stood at £120 million 
in 1919 (against £150 million in 1913 for the combined 
gold reserve and gold in circulation), and had risen to 
£145 million by 1925, fell to £121 million by 1931. 

But the decisive sign of the weakening British 
position during this period was the fact that the trade 
balance, with falling exports and rising import.^ 
reflecting the declining and parasitic situation of British 
capitalism, was not able to stand the strain of the 
continually pressed forwai'd export of capital. By 1930 
the net credit balance had fallen to £28 million. Yet 
in the same year new overseas investments amounted 
to £ 108 million. By 1031 the credit balance had given 
place to a net debit balance of £104 mi'lion. Yet new 
overseas investments were made to a total of £46 
million. The crash followed in 1931. The first stage of 
struggle with the United States had ended in a 
confession of bankruptcy. 

It was at this point, with the collapse of the gold 
standard in 1931, that British policy turned to an 
alternative method of combating the dominance of the 
dollar. Since America held all the trumps in the 
battle of gold, British policy went ‘‘no trumps,” and 
was eventually so successful as to force the United 
States to follow suit. The depreciation of the pound 
was used as the new w^eapon to combat the supremacy 
of American exports and build up the British trading 
position. Sterling became the banner to draw to 
itself increasingly the greater part of the world against 
the gold countries. America, thrown at a disadvantage, 
began to sue and to beg Britain for stabilisation, but 
was met with stern and discouraging replies. “If 
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on gold,’" declared the Dcilh/ Tdvijnvph on January 9th, 
1933, “let Washington realise that the preposterous 
maldistribution^ — and sterilisation — of gold connected 
with the payment of war debts is one of the ])riucipal 
causes of the existing depression.” America sought to 
use the weapon of the war debts to (compel the 
return of sterling to gold. Britain replied through the 
speech of the Chancellor of the Exchoejm^r, Neville 
Chamberlain, at Leeds on »)anuary 24th, 1933, that 
payment could only be made “either by depreciating 
the currency or by increasing the tariff against America 
..*.1 am not using threats.” The battle went on 
through the Preparatory Committee of the World 
Economic Conference. Tlie British Government laid 
down four conditions for stablisation : 

(i) a final and satisfixetory settleinont of the 
debt question; 

(ii) the restoration of satisfactory trade balances 
by the lowering of tariff barriers; 

(iii) a rise in the level of wholesale prices; 

(iv) guarantees against any repetition of the 
circumstances that farced Britain off the gold 
standard; that is to say, in particular, the 
unequal distribution of world gold reserves. 

In this second stage of the struggle Britain was 
winning the upper hand, with its partial economic 
recovery on the basis of the initial effects of currency 
depreciation and tariffs, while America was entering 
into the most critical stagfis of its internal economic 
crisis. 

At this point the United States, baffled in its 
attempts to enforce stabilisation on sterling, made 
its counter-coup. In April 1033, the dollar, backed 
by the strongest gold reserves in the world, was 
taken off gold. Legislation was passed opening the 
way to depreciation up to 60 per cent. The tables 
were turned. It was now the turn of Britain to 
press for stabilisation at the World Economic Conference, 
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and for America to refuse. President Roosevelt’s 
message to the Conference, banning any question of 
stabilisation, was followed by the rapid break-up of 
the Conference. While Britain and the Gold bloc 
united to make a declaration, rejected by the United 
States, in favour of a future return to stabilisation 
on the basis of gold “as quickly as is practicable,’' 
Britain and the Dominions united to make a 
declaration in favour of a common monetary policy 
based on sterling. 

Thus the third i>tage of the struggle had now- 
opened, which still continues at the time of writing, 
wdth three main participants: Sterling (the British 
Empire with a further series of satellite and associated 
countries); the Dollar (the United States with its 
range of influence in the American continent): and 
the Gold hloo (France with associated countries). Of 
these the Gold bloc visibly weakened, as the struggle 
continued, with Belgian devaluation in 1935 and the 
prospect of devaluation in France. 


The aim of the so-called ‘‘Sterling 6Zoc” as the 
expression of British world leadership began to be 
increasingly voiced in British official and semi-official 
utterances. Already by January 1932 The Times 
was speaking of “the possibility of the greater part 
of the world being -willing to adopt sterling” as the 
international standard, and in May 1932 was 
advocating, in connection -with the Import Duties 
Advisory Committee, a “ plan ” of a grandiose 
“economic unit” to extend far beyond the bounds 
of the existing Empire : 


“No one pretends that the policy of beginning 
with national security, going on to imperial 
co-operation, and ending with the formation of an 
economic unit far beyond the bounds of the 
political Empire, will be carried out easily; but 
the existence and the actions of the Committee 
will facilitate rather than obstruct such a plan.’’ 


{The Times editorial, May 6th, 1932) 
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The Federation of Britisli Industries in 1933 

specifioally set out the aims of “a new world 

financial system” based on sterling ; 

**Our immediate effort should be directed to 
building up a British system based primarily on 
the Empire, and seconclly on such other countries 
as desire to come into some vsystom related to 
sterling, in the hope that this may provide a 
reasonable measure of stability and prosperity for 

Great Britain and the Empire and in due course 

from the nucleus of a new world financial system.” 

(Memorandum of the Federation of British Industries 

on Monetary Polic}^ 1933) 

Thus tlie currency war to-day reflects the widest 
generalised expression of the war of the imperialist 
blocs, and especially the basic Anglo-American 
antagonism, just as the collapse of the gold standard 
demonstrated the impossibility of any permanent 
imperialist eo-oporation. The attempts to reach once 
again a temporary stabilisation will uncloiibi^cdly be 
renewed; but even in the still doubtful event of 
such temporary stabilisation of currencies being 
achieved, it is obvious that its basis, with the 
existing uneven and rapidly changing relations of 
forces, will be even more precarious than the last. 

4. The Econoynics of War and Itcarmament 

The whole of capitalist economy at the i)resent 
stage has thus reached to the extreme of antagonisms 
in every sphere and of advance to war. Trade 
was, tariff war, currency war, the over-sharpcnocl 
struggle for markets, for gold, for raw materials, for 
colonies, the slogans of “national self-sufficiency,” of 
“autarchy^’ of closed-in empires and blocs, 
economically and strategically prepared for war-these are 
the characteristic features of the present stage which 
has succeeded to the world economic crisis. 

The culminating phase of this process at the stage 
reached to-day, alongside the actual outbreak of 
regional wars in the Far East and in Africa, is the 
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rearmament of the Great Powers in preparation for the 
supreme conflict, which is now in full swing in all the 
leading countries. Rearmament and strategic economic 
preparation become to-day more and more visibly 
the dominating feature of the present stage of 
capitalist economy. And this in a wuder sense than 
the immediate expanding armaments programmes. 
For the character of modern war, of “totalitarian’’ 
war, requires that the entire economy, the entire 
organisation of industry and of man-power, shall be 
organised for the purposes of war. The process of 
rearmament is in its full significance considerabl 3 " 
more extensive than the immediate building and 
expansion programmes which occup}- the forefront of 
attention and most conspicuously reveal the realitj^ 
of what is going forward. The process of rearmament 
is not covered only by the military’ budgets; and 
its traces are to be found in ever}’ activity’ of the 
State and of the leading forces in finance capital to-day.^ 

3. A passing example at random may be taken from the following 
recent speech of a Minister of the National C4overnment 
in Britain : 

“Lord Eustace Percy, Minister without Portfolio, speaking 
at the annual dinner" of the North-East Const Engineering 
and Shipbuilders’ Aspociation at Newcastle last week, said 
that during recent years of depression these great industries 
had ceased very largely to recruit skilled labour, as they 
used to do, so that at jjresent the national welfare and 
national defence rested upon a smaller resei-ve of skilled labour 
than ever before in the history of the country. The question 
they had to solve with local authorities and with their 
politicians was how were they to build up now— because the 
time might be siiort— that reserve of skilled labour based upon 
an assured continuity of employment which was the basis of 
national welfere and which might bo in a few years the basis 
of national defence. There was not only the question of 
more engagement of labour from the schools, but the 
permanent retention of reemits. These were the ijroblems they 
had to consider, and which politicians had to consider.” 

(The Times, February 26th, 1936) 

In this small item the whole parasitism and decay of post- 
war capitalism is typically expressed. For sixteen years of 
continuous decline the finest body of skilled workers in the 
world is allowed to dwindle, their energies and capacities iargety 
unused, and even the apprenticeship system to pass on their 
piriii to their successors allowed to fall into decay, so that a 
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Thcj inilitarist-Fascist States, Germany. Japan 
and Italy, are the moat open and tlmrou^digoiiig in 
carrying through tliis ‘•totalitarian” programme. But 
in their o\^n fashion tlio more complicated 
mechanisms of British or American capitalism are 
through a transformation which ultimately 

leads in the same direction. It is this process of the. 
wcrcasivij atla plat ion of the vniirc iconomy of the modern 
l^taU.s for war that is the most characteristic, the. 7nost 
tUpkal, feature of the present latest phase of capitalist 
economy. 

This accelerated advance to war, following the world 
economic crisis and subsequent depression, and 
accompanying the present process of partial recovery, 
is as necessary, a working out of the inner forces 
of imperialism at the present stage as each preceding 
stage of the post-war development has been. For 
the effects of the world economic crisis, as wc havo 
seen, destroyed the basis of stabilisation, enormously 
intensified all the economic conflicts of imperialism, 
and gave rise to extreme political instability through 
the desperate search of each imperialism foV its own 
strengthening and means of expansion at the 
expense of the remainder. This rising antagonism 
of all the imperialist Powers, and the advancing 
challenge of the less favourably placed imperialist 

Pow'ers, for battle for the new division of the world, 
increasingly drives to war as the outcome. 

This is the basic cause of the drive to w'ar. But 
there is also an additional factor of the direct drive 
for profits through the process of rearmament and 
war which plays its role in the present situation. 

For while a certain measure of cyclical recovery 

from the economic crisis has been achived, tins 
measure of recovery is marked by its extremely 

younger generation grows up without tho skill ofthoir fathers. 
During all this process of decay not a dog barked in tlio 
capitalist camp; oconomic forces wore loft to take their course. 
But so soon as it comes to the tasks of war, of dost ruction, 
all capitalism awakens to ihe nood for akilltul workers, Tnily 
of canitalism it may be said; “We have made a ooveaaut with 
death, and with hell are wo at agreement,’* 
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uneven and limited character. The basic contradictions 
which caused the crisis remain unsolved; the surplus 
productive capacity under existing condition still 
seeks adequate outlet; there is still a considerable 
volume of capital, as of labour-power, unemployed. 
Since adequate constructive outlet on any larger scale 
is limited by the conditions of capitalism, by the 
intensified fight for the world market, and by the 
growing impoverishment of the mas.-^es in the colonial 
countries, the possibility of finding a scope for such 
capital and winning a profit through the processes 
of rearmament and war, that is through turning an 
increasing proportion of the rising productive forces 
to destructive uses, begins to find increasing favour 
in capitalist circles; and even pseudo-economic 
arguments begin to be adduced in favour of such a 
process as a ‘‘stimulus*’ to “recovery.’* 

Thus the retrograde role of modern capitalism in 
strangling the development of the productive forces 
is carried to an extreme stage. The processes of 
direct destruction of goods and of means of 
production, as well as of restriction of output and 
of expansion of production, characteristic of the 
later stages of the crisis and still continuing to-day, 
could only serve the purpose of temporary and 
partial emergency measures, since, even while 
assisting to restore or increase the rate of profit on 
a considerable proportion of existing capital, they 
could provide no scope for capital expansion. The 
ultimate completion of the process begins to be seen 
more and more consciously by powerful section of 
capitalism as war— not yet immediately as world war, 
but at first, in the view of each particular 
capitalist group, as a “brisk little local war” in 
some other region of the world, combined with 
profitable war orders and erdarged armaments 
programmes in their own countries. Each advance 
of war in one or another part of the globe, each 
advance of tension, and each advance of rearmament, 
is accompa-nied by a rise in the' values of leading 
shares on the Stock Exchanges of the world. Keynes 
remarked on the tendency of opinion in his book, 
The Means to Prosperity, issued in 1933 : “Cynics., .. 
conclude that nothing except a war can bring a 
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major alump to ita concluaiou.’' In The Fconomics of 
Rc-armnmcni, pnbliahcd in 19.34, the financial 
publicist, Paul Einzig, expressed the argument uitli 
all the lucid logic of insanity : 

“Until eomparatively recently it was oonaidcrecl 
the supremo task of raankin<I, in the sphere of 
economies, to products more so a-s to be able to 
improve the standard of living of consumers. Any 
raw material and labour spent on armament was 
considered a dead loss because it reduced the 
volume of goods available for consumption. At 
present, however, thanks to scientific inventions 
and the application of more olBcient methods 
of pr(,duction that has to make desperate 
efforts to keep up with consumption: it is 
coiistimption that is lagging for beliiiid 
productive capacity, and even behind actual 
production. In such circumstances disarmament 
means the reduction of the world’s capacity and 
willingness to consume, while rc-armamciit means 
an increase of that capacity. All re-annament does 
is to absorb part of the surjjlus products which 
would otherwise b© unsaleable in our present 
economic system. So lung as the j)roblem of 
adjusting the world’s capacity of consumption and 
the world’s capacity of })rofluction to each ot her is 
loft unsolved, any demand for goods, however 
artificial and unproductive, is calculated, on balance, 
to benefit trade.” 

(Paul Einzig, The Economics of Re-amament, 1934) 

The author agrees that “there are better ways of 
stimulating the demand for goods than through 
rearmament”; but these are “beyond tlio bemnds of 
practical politics/’ since “the money which is made 
available for armament expenditure is not forthcoming 
for such productive purposes.’' “In our absurd 
economic system,” Dr. Einzig argues, '‘a war is caj)able 
of bringing an economic depression to an end.” Such 
is the reasoning of this financial theorist. The ultimate 
falsity of this reasoning in the long run, even from 
the standpoint of a functioning capitalist cconomv. 
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is manifest. But wliat is important is the immediate 
attractive power of this short out to profits for 
important sections of finance -capital. 

There is no doubt that in all countries a part, 
and in such countries as Germany and Japan the 
leading part, of the process of partial “recovery** 
and expansion of production in the recent period, is 
directly connected with the advance of rearmament 
and war- In June 1935, the Economist noted: 

‘'There is one sinister factor in the situation 
which suggests that part of such recovery as has in 
fact taken place is artificial and neither permanent 
nor healthy. We refer to the economic influence of 
rearmament Readers of our foreign correspondence 
columns must have been struck by the fact that 
for months past constant reference has been made to 
the stimulating effect of armament orders in Europe. 
America and Japan, and that in Europe there are 
many cases where the ‘rearmament industries’ are the 
only ones that are doing well. In Germany this 
military demand is exceptionally important, both 
because of the scale of her rearmament and also 
because it involves not merely increased current 
expetiditure but also expenditure on capital equipment 
such as barracks, a new Air Ministry, munition- 
making plant, aerodromes, etc.-needed for re-creating 
the military machine. But the case of Germany 
differs from that of other countries only in degree. 


“We have described this tendency as sinister, 
b 'cause nations ivill obviously be particularly 
reluctant to diminish orders of this kind by 
agreement if it should emerge that they are the 
only cause of rene^ved activity in a world in a 
state of depression. It would indeed be a paradox 
if political tension— w’hich has quite clearly been 
a factor in bringing about the economic crisis and 
in impeding its cure — should bring into being vested 
economic interests -which depend for their existence 
on the maintenance of political unrest. Politicians 
the world over who are working for peace are rightly 
apprehensive of a situation in which the only 
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active trades will be those which are making 

arms.’* 

{Economist, Jnue 29th, 193f>) 

This increasing depciuleiice of the whole economy on 
re-arxpamciit and war is particularly characteristic of the 
railitarist-Fascist States, Japan, Germany and Italy. 
In Japan military and naval expenditnre in 1935-1936 
accounted for 46 per cent of the budget, and in 1936— 
1937 for 58 per cent, even according to the official 
returns which fall far short of covering all the war 
expenditure. Already by 1935 The Times reported: 

“During the past three years war preparations have 
become, after textiles, Japan’s largest industry. Apart 
from armament and shipbuilding firms, the number of 
concerns partly, if not wholly, dependent on Government 
orders for military and naval supplies of every 
description is immense. An Administration which 
stopped preparing on a big scale for war would 
precipitate an economic crisis.” 

(The Times i March 5th, 1935) 

In Germany the full extent of rearmament is covered, 
with secrecy ; neither the complete figures of the 
public debt, nor the .budget figures are any longer 
published. But some measure can be made both from 
the unoiBacial estimates in the financial Press of the 
growth of the public debt, as well as from the enormous 
grovrth of new capital expenditure alongside the veto 
on the expansion of private plant for economic purposes. 
The Economist of June 15th, 1935, reported that, in 
addition to the publicly acknowledged debt of 13,000 
million Reichsmarks, it was “openly bandied about in 
the Berlin financial markets” that a “secret debt” of 
15-17,000 million Reichsmarks had been incurred 
between 1933 and June 1935, i.e, from £ 1,400 million 
to£lj600 million at the current exchange. According 
to the estimate of Churchill, calculated on the basis of 
ofiScial figures given in his speech in the House of 
Commons on April 23rd, 1936, the total of German 
rearmament expenditure in the three years 1933-1935 
amounted to £ 1,500 million, and in 1935 alone to 
£800 million. 
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Although this concentration of the entire economy 
on rearmament and war is a distinctive feature of the 
Fascist-militarist States, Germany, Italy, Japan and 
Poland, corresponding tendencies in varying degree may 
be traced in the other capitalist States. In France in 
the summer of 1935 an "^Extraordinary Loan Budget” 
was passed, providing for an annual expenditure of 
6000 million francs, or £80 million, to finance public 
wSorks of rearmament. The index of industrial production, 
which had fallen uninterruptedly^ for two years, began 
to rise in the autumn of 1935. 

In Britain during 1935 the shares of thirteen 
representative armaments firms, excluding aircraft firms, 
rose by £16*7 million, from a market value of £11*2 
million to £27*9 million, or a rise of 149 per cent, 
while those of established aircraft companies rose by 
£ 7 million, and new aircraft companies raised £ 7*6 
million new capital. Between April 1st, 1935, and 
February 26th, 1936, the shares of Vickers, of nominal 
value 6s. StZ., rose from 9s. 9d. to 25s. the shares 
of John Brown, of nominal value 6s., rose from Ss. 
Ijld, to 22s. 6d.i the shares of Hadfields, of nominal 
value 10s,. rose from 9s. to 23s. The net profits of 
Vickers-Armstrong rose from £ 543,364 in 1933 to 
£ 928,105 in 1935, and the ordinary dividend from 
4 per cent to 8 per cent, plus a 50 per cent share 
bonus out of undistributed profits. All this shower of 
gold from war-preparations and the hope of war took 
place before the British large-scale rearmament 
programme announced in March 1936, have 

made a covenant with death, and tvUh hell are we at 
agreemenV^ 

The cycle is complete. From the devastation of 
the world war to the attempted restoration of 
capitalism. From the restoration of capitalism to the 
devastation of the world economic crisis. From the 
world economic crisis to rearmament and renewed war. 
In this cycle the * bankruptcy of imperialism is 
expressed. 



CHAPTER V 


Attempt at World Organisatioir 

** Provitlod ilmt nono of iho nations wanh'd war, t lion' was no 
more potont iiistnmioui than tho Loaguo of Nations for the 
settlement of inteviiational tUsputos ami the prosorvation of 

p{*aco 

Sir Ajisten Chamberlain in tho Honso of Commons, 

March 11 th, 1035. 

The experience of the first world war placed on the 
agenda of tho world for the first time, 
in a way that no statesman could henceforth ignore, 
the problem of world organisation. With extreme 
hisitation and suspicion, under conditions that already 
from the preliminary negotiations revealed the intensity 
of the real conflicts and antagotnism, tho imperialist 
Powers began to approach this problem in the latter 
part of the war and in the post-war period. But in 
fact they failed to roach any real solution of it. Tho 
League of Nations may bo a milestone on the road, but 
it is no solution yet of the problem of \vorld 
organisation. The reasons for this failure lay in the 
very nature of imperialism, as the analysis of its 
governing forces in the practical experience of tho 
post-w^ar years, pursued in tho last two chapters in 
both the political and the eeonomio spheres, has 
endeavoured to make clear. It is in the light of this 
understanding of the real antagonistic forces of 
imperialism that we need to approach the problem of 
world organisation, to understand the reasons for the 
very limited outcome of the first attempts made during 
this period, despite the considerable volume of idealist 
support, and disinterested service that has been 
given to them, and to draw the necessary conclusions 
for the future and for the immediate next stage. 

Z. The Question of the World State'* 

The conception of world tmily and of ultimate 
world political unification arose for the first time 
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from the conditions of capitalism; but it is in profound 
contradiction with the whole basis of capitalist 
organisation, property relations, economic political 
concentrations of power and State-foims. It is of key 
importance at the outset to clear this contradiction, 
which is at the root of all the diflSculties of the League 
of Nations and similar attempts, and which, once 
understood, points the way forw’ard to the necessary 
conditions of its resolving the future society, as 'well 
as to the practical conclusions for the present stage* 


A long literary and philosophical pedigree is 
commonly traced for the conception of w’orld unity 
and the organisation of a single world community. 
But this attempt to trace the origin of the conception 
in pre-capitalist conditions is hardly justified by the 
facts. While the utterances of ancient philosophers and 
prophets who Icoked forward to a golden future of 
w’orld peace, or who in the present sought to 
rise superior to local prejudices and proclaimed 
themselves “citizens of the w^orld,’’ may be quoted, 
these early attempts to transcend individually the 
limits of the existing States could only have the 
significance of that type of prophetic utterance which 
foreshadows the future but is unable to show the ■v\’ay 
to its realisation. On the other hand, the examples of 
wide, all-embracing unitary empires or systems in the 
past, which are sometimes held up as protot^vpes of 
the future “World State,’' such as the Roman Empire, 
the Chinese Empire or the underlying measure of 
unity of mediaeval Christendom, although representing 
in each case a certain degree of unity of “civilisation"’ 
as understood at the time, were nevertheless consciously 
limited in their scope. The Roman Empire w as 
bounded by ‘‘the barbarian.” Tbe Chinese Empire -vt^as 
boimded by the Chinese Wall. Mediaeval Christendom 
only achieved its partial unity in opposition to Islam. 
A universal world conception was still lacking. 

It was only the rise to powder of the bourgeoisie, 
with its drive to trading and colonial expansion, which 
for the first time brought the entire 'svorld within the 
bounds of human knowledge, created the single w’orld 
market, and thus laid the foundation for the conception 
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of world political unification. The first expression of this 
concoptioai came from the Fronchmau, Oruce, in his 
Le Nouveau Cyiiee in 1623, In wliieh ho advooatod the 
formation of a world union of States, including China, 
l^ersia and the Judies, to organise free trade among 
its members, construct interoceaiiie canals, and maintain 
peace through a unitary stnioturo including a world 
assembly and a world court (for a summaiy account 
of this and similar projects, sec Schuman International 
Politics, pp. 234-237). 

The eightecxith-ceiitury illumination brought, in 
reply to the ‘Project of Perpetual Peace’' of the Abbe 
Saint-Pierre, which w^as in fact a proposal of a European 
Holy Alliance to maintain monarchs on their thrones, 
the well known work of Rousseau, Eivtrait du project 
de paix perpehtelle deM.VAbbe Saint-Pierre, published 
in 1761, which proposed a permanent federation of 
States, though only a European federation, with a 
sovereign congress. This lino of thought was carried 
to its highest point in Kant’s famous Zuni Ihvigen 
Frieden^ published in 1795, \yliich advocated a universal 
world federation of republican States, with world 
citizenship. The international tonciency of bourgeois 
revolutionary thought of this period was illustrated in 
Tom Paine’s election to membership of the French 
revolutionary Convention, as well as in the young 
Hegel’s welcome to Napoleon’s invasion of feudal 
Germany, Napoleon’s own projeofs included the 
federation of Continental Europe, which ho declared to 
be the only alternative to Tsarist domination. 

Bourgeois internationalism in sentiment reached its 
highest point with Kant, and thereafter declined, 
through the dreams of Cobdenism and universal peace 
by free trade, to the openly rectionary and militarist 
philosophies of imperialism. After Kant, Hegel reverted 
to the solid basis of bourgeois rule, the independent 
sovereign State, representing an absolute end with no 
higher authority, the relations of States between 
themselves corresponding to ‘^thc state sf nature,’^ 
From this point the line of development of 
internationalism passed from its early confused forms 
in thehands of the bourgeoisie, and was carried forward 
henceforth in the hands of the proletariat’, in the 
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shape of the proletarian internationalism of Marx and 
international Socialism, or the first fully conscious and 
fully formed international outlook and the first union 
of international theory and international practice. It 
was the impact of this real internationalism, especially 
through the Russian Revolution, on the existing 
anarchy of bourgeois State forms, which was the main 
driving-force to the latter-day bourgeois attempts to 
elaborate a substitute in the shape ofWilsoiiism and 
the League of Nations (with even, thrown into a corner, 
the official international representation of “labour’’). 

But while the development of world economy 
through capitalism thus first gave rise to the ideal of 
world political unification, the real basis of bourgeois 
rule was in direct contradiction to this. Bor the 
bourgeoisie was no united whole, but representt d 
divided and sharp'y competitive groupings of capital. 
Each capitalist class in each country fought to win 
control of its own State mechanism, both in order to 
maintain its own domination over the mass of the 
population at home, and in order to strengthen its 
position and press forward the struggle against its 
rivals (mercantilism, import duties, navigation laws, 
colonial wars). Thus the rise of the bourgeoisie, just 
as it saw the advance of individualism in relations 
within each State, saw the advance of the doctrine 
of independent State sovereignty in the relations 
between States, and the extreme intensification 
of international antagonisms and anarchy. The 
bourgeoisie appeared as the bearer of the principle of the 
“nation-State’’ in opposition to the feudal mediaeval 
conception of the hierarchic unity of Europe under 
Pope and Emperor, In this way the bourgeoisie, 
corresponding to the laws of its oivn system, was destined 
to create simultaneously a single ivorld economy and the 
extreme of international anarchy. 

This atomistic principle of the exclusive and 
unlimited independent sovereignty of each State grew 
up with the bourgeoisie in opposition to the mediaeval 
hierarchic system, and has remained inseparably bound 
up with the conditions of bourgeois rule, tliat is, with 
the interests of the particular capitalist groups which 
control each State. ^ The mediaeval ideal of unity 
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found its expression in the conception of tho 
subordination of the system of Htates or kingdoms 
to tho over-ruling autliority of Pojxi or Emperor, 
although between these two conceptions of the 
ultimate form of unity there was antagonism (roficcted 
in the struggle of the Guelphs and tlio Glnl)elUnes). 
The one conception, of the subordination of ail States 
to tho universal Church or Papacy, found its classic 
theoretical expression in tho works of St, Thomas 
Aquinas in the thirteenth century, cspeciall^^ in tho 
De Begimem Principwm and the t^wmma Contra Gentiles. 
The rival conception, of the subordination of all 
rulers to the single universal Empire, found expression 
in Dante’s De IlonarcMa, written in the early fourteenth 
century, although not printed till 1559, which was 
placed on tho index of prohibited books by the 
Papacy. Dante, looking back to the Roman lEmpire 
as the lost ideal, proclaimed a universal monarchy 
or empire as necessary for the well-being of the 
world, to constitute a power above tho conflicts of 
rival rulers and so preserve univeisal peace and 
liberty: 

1 This close connection of the liistoricftl clevolopniont of 
bonrgoois rulo and the fc^stom of indo))eiuk‘.ni soveroign Hiatos 
is often ignored 1)y latter day bourgeois thoorists who oudoavour 
to shift tho i*osj)onsihility for contemporary international 
antagonisms and wars from tho shouldcu's of tho bourgeois ruling 
class to an abstraction, *‘tho intornutional anarchy,’* wliicli 
is regarded as soiiarato from capitalism. Thus ]-»ord Lothian 
argues (in the New StaUfsman undBnimi of Ain’il 27th, 193^5): 


**It is this anarchy of political sovereignties, not ca])italisni, 
whicli creates and intonsifios economic and mititurist rivalries. 
It is tho political disunity of mankind whicJi distorts 
capitalism, not capitalism which creates liio anarchy of 
sovoroiguticR,” 


This is to put tho cart boforo tho horso. It is quite true that 
political divisions, corresponding to tho ecoiioniic coiulilions of 
oach period, exisiod boforo eai)italisin. But the mod<nn State 
organisations liavo boon slmpcd and moulded by capitalism to 
moot its needs, Tho rival tiunneo oligarchies in tho diffci'ont 
imperialist countries dominato and control t-ho State mochanisms 
and UBO them as iustrumonts for tlio puiposo of Ihoir conflicts, 
not vice versa. Tho “anarchy of iiolilical sovcroigntics” is the 
rofloction of tJio anarcliy of capitalism. Lord Lathian pndbrs 
to blame tho mirror because tho reflection is ugly. 
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“The human race is at its best State when it is ruled 
by a single prince and one law. So it is evidently 
essential for the well-being of the world that there 
should be a single monarchy or princedom, which 
men call the Empire. Whenever disputes arise, 
there must be judgement. Between any two 
independent princes controversies may arise, and 
then judgement is necessary. Now an equal cannot 
rule over an equal, so there must be a third prince 
of wider jurisdiction who is ruler over both, to 
decide the dispute. This third ruler must be the 
monarch or Emperor.’’ 

In opposition to this entire outlook of the mediaeval 
world, the new principles of the rising bourgeoisie, 
the principles of unlimited State absolutism of the 
separate States, found expression from the sixteenth 
century onwards, in Macchiavelli’s The Prince, in the 
early sixteenth century, in Bodin’s De la RejmhUque in 
the later sixteenth century, and in Hobbes’ Leviathan 
in the middle seventeenth century. Maccliiavelli, who 
led the way in proclaiming for the first time with 
merciless clearness the principles of the new bourgeois 
philosophy, laid down his well-known political 
axioms: 

“The prince who contributes to the advancement 
of another Power ruins his own,” 

“There is nothing so weak as a Power that is 
not suported by itself, that is to say, that is not 
defended by its own citizens or subjects-. . Princes 
ought therefore to make the art of war their 
sole study and occupation, for it is peculiarly the 
science of those who govern.” 

“A prudent prince cannot and ought not to keep 
his word, except when he can do it without 
injury to himself or when the circumstances under 
which he contracted the engagement still exist.” 

Here, with the rise of the bourgeoisie, the 
principles of what is nowadays currently called “power- 
politics” have found full expression 

The conception of the absolute principle of 

independent State sovereignty found its completed 
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olasftio expression in Hegel, the ]jhiloKO])lier of the 
nnibure bourgeoisie, HogoVs (lefiniiion of the relation 
of States between themselves is uiieomimnnising, 
and left no room for <any higlicr international 
conception 

“With regard to the relation of States among 
themselves, their sovereignty is the hasie priueiplo; 
they are in that respect in the state of nainre in 
relation to one another, and their rights are not 
realised in a general rule Avhich is so constituted as 
to have power over them, but their rights arc relised 
only through their particular wills. 

Similarly, Lassou in the same period declared 
(quoted in H. Lauterpacht, Private Law flources and 
Analogies of Internatio^ial Law, 1927): 

“The moral person which we call the State is 

at the same time a sovereign person. It is an 
aim in itself... It is unlimited and unbounded with 
regard to everything outside itself. The State 
cannot therefore be subjected to a legal order or, 
speaking generally, to another will but its own... 

It is an unbridled will of scUishness. . . 

“Two States are related to each other like two 
physical forces.” 

This ooneeption dominated bourgeois political 
philosophy without question through the nineteenth 
century and up to ID14. Thus the loading teacher 
of English political philosophy in tlio pre-war 

imperialist ora, Bosanquet wrote in his PhUoso^Jiicrtl 
Theory of the Slate (1899): 

“It (the State) has no determinate function in a 
larger community, but is itself the supreme 

community; the guardian of a whole moral world, 
but not a factor within an organised moral world. 
Moral relations presuppose an organised life: but 
such a life is only -within the State, not in relations 
between the State and other coiiimunities.” ^ 


L It is iutorcatiug to note that lu tho third edition of this 
work, published in X0:JO, tho author found it ucowsary to 
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Bourgeois individualism is thus lorit large in the 
bourgeois conception of the State. The ‘"international 
anarchy*' is the photographic enlargement of the basic 
principles of capitalism. 

Against this basis the ceaseless idealist aspirations 
towards international unity, engendered alike by the 
growing unity of world economy under capitalism, 
and hj the ever more terrible experience of the 
consequences ot the world anarchy and conflicts, beat 
and batter in vain, so long as they remain within 
the framework of capitalism. Thus there develops a 
perpetual dichotomy between Liberal ideology, with its 
pacific and intrnational aspirations, and the realities 
of capitalism, to ^vhich Liberal ideology remains 
attached by its navel-string. Gladstone thundered for 
the ‘'rule of public right’* in international affairs 
and bombarded Alexandria. squith sped on the 
marching battalions to war with the call to vindicate 
'‘the public law of Europe*^ and to place the rights 
of the “smaller nationalities” on an “unassailable 
foundation”— and signed the Secret Treaties. Wilson 
called for a “new world order” —and signed the 
Versailles Treaty. The present-day prototype of the 
Liberal ideologues, H. G. Wells, proclaimed the 
imperialist war of 1914 as a Holy War, poured scorn on 
the Marxists who exposed its real imperialist character, 
and had to confess his error twenty years too late in 
his Autobiography in 1934 : 

“My estimate of the moral and intellectual 
forces at large in the world was out. I would 
not face the frightful truth.” 

add a footnote to this passage, dated 1010, to “correct” it in 
the light of the League of Nations, and to explain further, in 
a special preface, dated 1919: 

“States are diverse embodiments of the human spirit, in 
groups territorially determined through historical trial and 
error . Obviously they are units in a world- wide co-operation,” 

The difference between the axiom of 1809 and the correction 
of 1910 illustrates the infinite capacity of idealist philosophy to 
adapt itself to the varying requirements of the successive stages 
of imperialism. 
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“Tho world disaster, now it had come, so 
ovorwholmod iny mind that X wa-s oblitrcd to thrust 
this false interpretation upon it an(l assert, in spite 
of my deo[) and at iirst ini formulated misgivings, 
that" here and now the jiew world order was in 
conllict with the old. 

**It took me some months of reluctant realisation 
to bring my mind to face the unpalatable truth 
that this ‘war for civilisation,’ this ‘war to end war’ 
of mine was in fact no better than a consoling 
fanias}’, and that the flaming actuality was 
simply this, that France, Great jBritain and their 
allied PoAvers were, in persuanco of their established 
policies, interests, treaties and secret understandings 
a for the accepted manner of histor}’’ and under the 
direction of their duly constituted military authorities, 
engaged in war with the allied Central Powers, 
and that under contemporary conditions no other 
Avar was possible.’’ 

This disillusionment 1ms not prevented H. G. 
Wells from continuing to proclaim the path to his 
ideal of the “Wt)rld State” as lying through the 
benevolent co-operation of the large-scale capitalism, 
through a “world consortium” without overthrowing 
capitalism, or through the magical devices of technical 
experts and upper-class “airmen,” while remaining 
blind to the sole real force {“my estimate of the 
moral and. intellectual forces at large in the world 
was out”), the force of the international Avorking 
class in alliance Avibh the subject peoples throghout 
the Avorld, AAdiich can alone break the poAVor of the 
finance-capitalist dictatorships and realise, as it is 
already on the march to realise, the future world 
society of collective co-operation. 

The dream of international peace through the 
co-operation of capitalism, bj’' the supposed evolution 
of capitalism to a higher stage in W’hich its anarchy 
and discords will disappear, has persisted from the 
nineteenth century into the twentieth, despite all 
the rude shocks of reality. But it has changed its from. 
In the . nineteenth century the illusion, appropriate 
to the conditions of free trade industrial cat)italism. 
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took the form of the illusion of a future universal 
free trade era, in which all the nations would be linked 
by the bonds of peaceful commerce, and war would 
not be known any more. The evolution of capitalism, 
to its monopoly stage or imperialism; growing inevitably 
out of the conditions of Liberal laisser-faire capitalism, 
shattered this dream. But a new one grew up in its 
place even in the age of imperialism, when the real 
tiger-fight of capitalism had reached to the extreme of 
openness and violence. Would not the growth of 
capitalist concentration and monopoly, it was argued, 
ultimately lead by the same laws of development to 
a single international capitalist monopoly, eliminating 
all discords and divisions ? Must not imperialism 
grow into ‘^ultra-imperialism'’ 1 This was the 
formulation put forward by the leading German Social- 
Democratic theorist, Kautsky. Already in 1913 
Hilferding had written in his Finanzkapiial : 

“Economically, a universal cartel to guide all 
production and thus to eliminate crises, would be 
possible; such a cartel would be thinkable economically, 
although socially and politically such a State appears 
unrealisable, for the antagonism of interests, strained 
to the last possible limits, would necessarily bring 
about its collapse.’* 

But Kautsky in 1915 went beyond this ground of a 
hypothesis, in theory economically possible, but practically 
unrealisable, to proclaim a “not impossible” “new 
phase ’’ of capitalism. In his Nationalstaat 
Imperialistischer Staat und Staatenhund ( V National, 
State. Imperialist State and League of States ” ), 
published in 1915, he wrote : 

From a purely economic point of view it is 
not impossible that capitalism will yet go through a 
new phase, that of the extension of the policy of 
the cartels to foreign policy, the phase of ultra- 
imperialism. ” 

And again ; 

“ Evolution is proceeding towards monopoly ; 
* therefore the trend is towards a single world 
monopoly, to a universal trust. ” 
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This view of a fubura poicoful, lurui^iiious pliaso 
of iaboraabionaliso:! ” cipibaliarn, Hupposod to bo 
f )ro.^lh‘wlo\vcd by tlio growth of intornational 
liiiaucial oonnoubioiis and inteniatioual truafcH and 
cartels found high favour in Liberal reformist circles 
in the aoooud and third decades of the twentieth 
century. ^ 

We have alreavly traced in the last chapter on 
the post'War economic record the woeful collapse in 
practical experience of this myth of the supposedly 
growing “international ” unification and harmony of 
capitalism, and seen how the actual line of development 
is in the opposite direction, towards the increasing 
sharpness of the economic political conflicts trade 
wars, tariff wars currency wars, as well as diplomatic 
and armed struggles, of the rival finance- capitalist blocs. 
We have now to see in principle why this process is 
inevitable in the development of imperialism, and is by 
no means due to the incursion of accidental factors. 

Why is a “ World State ’’ or any form of stable 
international co-operation impossible under the 
conditions of imperialism ? The reasons for this lio 
in the character of imperialism, i.e, the formation 
of rival monopolist groupings of capital around 
corresponding State mechanisms, and close interweaving 
of each grouping with its own State mechanism in 
order to utilise the maximum power to promote its 
competing aims and win a larger share of the world 


1. A similar v'iow of t-ho iutornatioiittlly liarmoniHing and 
unifying riilo of finance-capital was roflecieri also in the school 
of so-called “realist ]>acifism‘’ or Norman AngolUsm ( Norman 
Angoll, T/ie Great Illusion , ICOO-sce also the X031 
extract^ from the samo author, quoted on page 101 ) which 
won wide currency before the war, Norman .^VngolI, however, 
recognised that the actual ideology and policies of imperialism 
wore fully eoiitraiy to any sach intornational tondeiicy; but 
ho endeavoured to regard such ideology and policies as an 
obsolete survival or “ illusion ” of tho loaders of finance- 
capital in conflict with their supposed true internationally 
harmonious interests, and failed to see their basis in tho real 
development, structuro and charat^torislics of nnunco-capital as 
an antagonistic systom of rival monopolist groups using state 
power far the purposes of their monopolist aims all over 
the world. 
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in>rkeb, sources of raw meterials, colonies or spheres 
of influence. This conflict is the reality of imperialist 
world politics. In this situation there can be 
no stable union, but only shifting alliance and 
interrelationships against a common rival. Even where 
a general union is attempted, and that of the loosest 
kind, as in the League of Nations, this union has 
not yet become general, the largest Power conti- 
nuously holding 'out, and even so this union is revealed 
as only a continuation and an area of the existing 
conflicts. The League of Nations was originally a union 
of the victor powers against the defeated Powers and the 
Soviet Union; to-day it is a union of Powers in varying 
degrees of opposition to the Fascist war offensive and to 
the plans for an immediate world war ; to-moriow 
it may take another shape. But at no time has it 
displaced, or can it displace, the real bases of 
power in the imperialist centres and their tsonflicts. 

This situation could only be changed within 
imperialism, if the rival monopolist groups could 
coalesce into a single monopoly, into a single world 
trust or cartel. If a single world trust could be 
realised, then a single World State under capitalism 
would follow. If not, not. This is the fundamental 
economic issue underlying the problem of a capitalist 
World State { the League of Nations, it should be 
noted, is not in any sense an attempt at a World 
State or super-state federation, but only at a very 
much looser form of union, w’hose special character 
we shall discuss presently; the fundamental dilemma, 
however, remains the same also for this type of 
union). 

Is a single world trust possible ? As aii abstract 
economic hypothesis it is theoretically conceivable. But 
between the abstract imagining and its realisation in 
practice lies a gulf. For the abstract hypothesis leaves 
out of account the law of the increasingly uneven 
economic and political development of capitalism which 
makes it in practice imrealisable. 

What is the normal process of the concentration of 
capital through the formation of trusts or cartels 1 The 
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normal process may dt^velop through one of two forms. 
Either an overwhelmingly strong body of capital- is able 
to dominate and absorb, crush, buy out or freeze 
out a weaker rival, and thus stage by stage advance 
to a position of monopoly. Or, where there is equality 
between two or more rivals and relative stability of 
conditions, a stable compact may bo made for the 
division of markets, or a fusion of capitals negotiated. 
But where there is neither overwhelming predominance 
nor relative equality, and especially where there are 
rapidly changing conditions, through one company 
advancing and another declining, through the invention 
of new processes, etc., there no stable compact is 
possible, since the stronger or advancing body of 
capital will prefer to continue the struggle rather 
than to stabilise the existing position. This instability 
is strikingly illustrated on an international scale in 
the experience of all international trusts and cartels 
that have been formed, their fluid and precarious 
character. A particularly enlightening study could bo 
made of the post-war European vStecl Cartel, originally 
formed on a Continental basis against the more 
powerful United »States Steel Trust, with Britain 
remaining outside, eventually with Britain drawn in, 
but throughout with the antagonisms continuing 
unresolved, also in the Cartel, and only transferred to 
the field of the battle over the quotas, with frequent 
threats of disruption. 

When, however, this problem is transferred from the 
relatively elementary conditions in a single branch "of 
industry to the relations of the complex monopolist 
formations of capital gathered around the various 
imperialist States, it becomes at once obvious how 
impossible it is to find either equality or a stable 
proportion of ratios to allow of any stable compact 
for the division of the world market, etc, For here, 
in the first place, the variety of factors of relative 
advantages and (lisadvantages of each grouping 
(actual and potential economic resources, costs of 
production, available labour force and degree of 
training, geographic and strategic position, territorial 
areas controlled, monopoly of given materials, as 
well as the factors of armed strength, etc.) is 
incommensurable in any general ratio; and in the 
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secoad place, the conditions are continually changing, 
as between the dynamically advancing forces and the 
declining forc?s. The strongest monopolist grouping 
will tend to keep out of any combination (as is 
illustrated in the relations of the United States and 
the League of Nations); the dynamically advancing 
forces will prefer the line of struggle to improve their 
position (Germany, Japan). Hence the continually 
renewed battle for the re-division of the world, which 
is the perpetual history of imperialism. This could 
only be ended within the conditions of impeiialism 
by the final complete victory of one Power and 
domination and subjection of tlie remainder to its 
world hegemony. But the failure of all the attempts of 
the Allied Powers to hold Germany permanently down 
and turn it into a colony , thruugh Versailles and the 
Dawes Plan, shows the difficulties of this path. Before 
this goal of an ultimate world domination, towards 
which imperialism in fact strives, could be achieved, 
the path would have to lie through such a 
blood-soaked marsh of wars and destruction, involving 
economic, political, national and social cataclysms, that 
the revolt of the masses in the face of such ruin 
anti destruction, even if unable to prevent it before- 
hand, would advance to the victory of the world socialist 
revolution before imperialism could achieve its goal 
of a single world hegemony. ^ 

This situation rules out the possibility of any 
stable international co-operation of the imperialist 
Powers on a world scale. And this situation equaby 
governs, not only the question of the possibility of 

1. Boference may be made to Lenin s well-loiown statement 
on the question of a “ single world trust in hia Introduc- 
tion to Bucharin’s Imperialism and World Economy : 

<«ThGro is no doubt that the development is going in the 
direction of a single world trust that will swallow up all 
enterprises and all States without exception. But the 
clovolopment in this direction is proceeding under such a tempo, 
with such contradictions, conflicts and convulsions-not only- 
economical, hut also political, national, etc, etc. — that 
before a single world trust will be reached, before the respective 
national finance -capitals will have formed a world union of 
‘ ultra-imperialism, * imperialism will inevitably explode, 

■i4'.a rkvi-nncii+.A 
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a World State of capitalism, but also tlio character 
and contradictious of the existing capitalist attempts 
at world organisation, including the League of 
Nations* 


2. The League of Nations 

So far wo have discussed only iu principle the 
obstacles which prevent any form of world organisation 
( save for a limited or technical purpose ) under 
the conditions of imperialism, or any stable international 
co-operation of imperiali-^m on a world scale. It is 
now necessary to turn to the 3)ractical record in the 
experience of the League of Nations and similar 
attempts since the war. 

Writing on the eve of the .lapanesc invasion of 
China,' M-H. Cornejo, one of the original members 
of the Council of the League of Nations, published 
a book entitled IjEquilibre des Goniinents^ with an 
introduction by Poincare (issued in Englisli under the 
title The Balance of the Gontintmia in 1932 ), in which 
ho gave a glowing description of the role and 
functioning of the League : 

“ A spontaneous and inevitable alliance of 
common senco against passions is being formed 
within the frame -wark of the League of Nations, 
Tills alliance will always have the support 
of overwhelming force against the obstinacy, 
if such obstinacy were to bo manifested, 
of a Government shortsighted enough to resist the 
peaceful tendency which is incompatible with 
the misplaced vapourings of outworn imperialism. Jn 
I a universal association the conjunction of interests 
\creates a species of moral inertia in favour of peace. 
This inertia forma a line of forces not to be broken 
by any State which might show signs of straying 
from tile roads indicated b^^ the League loading to 
conciliation and agreement. .* .Day by day the 
authority of the League is more objective, seeking 
in equity solutions contrary to the egoism of States 
and becoming an instrument for the co-ordination of 
interests. Every time that the threat of an appeal 
to force may bo perceived behind an attitude, the 
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best oaube will be irremediably lost. The Power 
playing at imperialism will be pitilessly isolated. That 
is the inevitable alliance of peace,’’ 

The date of this description supplies the comment. 
It appeared in 1931, just before Japan’s invasion 
of China and the demonstration of impotence of the 
League. The subsequent movement of opinion found 
typical expression in the British Government’s 
Memorandum on ‘‘ Defence, ” issued in March 1935 
(Cmd. 4897) : 

Hitherto public opinion in this country has 
tended to assume that the existing international 
political machinery is adequate for the maintenance 
of peace, and that reliance on older methods of 
defence is no longer required. 

The force of world events, however, has shown 
that this assumption is premature .... 

“ Events in various parts of the world have 
shown that nations are still prepared to use 
or threaten force under the impulse of what they 
conceive to be a national necessity ; and once 
action has been taken, the existing international, 
machinery cannot be relied on as a protection 
against an aggressr,” 

Here between these liwo extreme poles of expression, 
of optimistic illusions on the one side, and of “realist” 
rejection of illusions on the other, and insistence on 
the line of independent armed prej)artion for struggle, 
is to be found the typical contrast between forms 
and realities in the relations of imperialism and the 
League of Nations. 

The League of Nations has been, and continues to 
be, the subject of voluminous and heated controversy. 
Its ideal aspect has aroused passionate devotion 
and service from those who have felt it to be the only 
instrument, however imperfect, of attempted 
international co-operation between States and 
avoidance of war; and many of these have seen in it 
the nucleus of a future world union of States. It has 
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rocoivcci tepid iip-serviee and coiiiiiUKuis practical 
snubbing from gDvornnicalal imperialist expression. 
It has been the object of vehonumt denunciation 
Iroiu chauviiuHt and jitigo clcuients which are opposed 
to all Ibrms of iiitonuitional co-oi3eration and openly 
proclaim the inevil ahility of war. In addition, the 
special quest ion (d* the League of Nations and capitalism 
has aroused widesproad controversy and opxiosing 
views in Sotdalist circles. 

In order to resolve those questions it is necessary to 
approach the issue of the League of Nations objcctivel.y 
and historically, against the background of the 
relations of imperialism in the post-war period which 
governed its origin, and which continue to govern its 
successive changing ijliases of development also in the 
present latest stage when the advance of strength of 
the Soviet Union as a world Power and its entry 
into the League has introduced a new factor from 
outside imperialism and created a now relation of 
forces. 

What is the League of Nations ? The League of 
Nations is not in any sense a World State or super- 
state federation exercising independent power 
over iia conipo!icnt States. The sovereignty its 
component States remains intact, as is evidenced by 
the rule of unanimity on all major issues, It is 
sometimes argued that the undertaking of the obligations 
of the (V>venant is itself a limitation of sovereignty. 
But this is no more of a limitation of sovereignty 
than entry into a multilateral treaty. The interpretation 
of the obligations, the decision as to action or inaction, 
rests with the component States, which may on occasion 
denounce their membership and resiinio their freedom 
of action if this should at any time seem more in 
accordance with their interests, as in the eases of Japan 
and Germany. The decisive bases of armed power 
rest with the separate States and not with the League. 

This doi^cndenee of the League of Nations on the 
superior strength of its component States, and especially 
of the Great Powers, is decisive for its character. Tliis 
dependence rules out of court the misleading analogies 
often put forward in a whole variol y of forms, between 
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the relations of the League and its component States 
and the relations of a particular State and the individual 
citizens composing it : the supposed ‘‘police role’* of 
of the League, the League as the embodiment of the 
‘"reign of law,*' the conception of “arming the law, 
not the litigants,’* the parallels between war and the 
duel of private citizens, etc. (in fact the League 
Covenant, as is well known, does not exclude so-called 
“private war,** but recongises it as the final form of 
settlement of disputes between its members, after the 
forms of conciliation have failed, and in the absence 
of agreement of the Council Powders). In the modern 
State the police and the law are formally the reflection 
of the power of the single sovereign authoi-ity which 
is recongnised, or is able to enforce recognition, by 
the main body of the citizens; in fact the given 
capitalist class, representing a closelj^ interrelated 
capital-grouping, is the real ruling power, and the 
State is its .organ. But in international aifairs there 
is no united capitalist class: and consequent^ no 
single ruling power as its organ; and therefore there 
is no “police** and “law** in international affairs in the 
same sense as in a particula/ State, because there is 
no sovereign. Indeed, there is not even an “international 
civil service,’* as is sometimes said of the Secretariat 
of the League; for in reality all the higher controlling 
positions are most carefully allotted, according to 
the existing relation of forces, between the Powers, 
and their incumbents remain in practice in close 
relationship to the policy and instructions of the 
separate Powers of which they remain citizens. 
This subordination of the League to the separate 
real sovereignties of the separate Powers is the 
inevitable reflection of imperialism, which is not an 
internationally united system, but an antagonistic 
system of divided Power-gropings with continually 
Changing relationships of strength. 

Since there is no internationally vnijied eco7iomic 
orga 7 iisation of capitalism {no single world tr%ist or 
single dominant capital grouping), there can he equally 
no internationally unified political organ of capitalism. 
This root-dilemma of the League of Nations, the 
absence of any corresponding economic basis to 
which it could from the political superstructure, and 
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its oonsequent ghostly exlsteiioo us u relationship 
between Powers and not any Power itself, received 
a peculiarly significant demonstration already in the 
original negotiations preceding its formation. 

In his recently issued The. hvaijiie of Nafioitf^ and 
the Ride of Law : Professor Alfred Zimmorn 

gives an account of the abortive ])rnjcct that w^as 
officially put forward at the end of t he war carrying 
forward the system of inter-Allied economic control 
after the war and widening it to an all-inclusive 
iuternaiioual system. The character of this project 
and the reasons for its breakdown are highly 
instructive. 

The war had divided world economy into two 
highly unified and centralised systems, the Allied and 
the Central European, The Allied, by its control 
of soa-power, drew in the majority of the neutral 
States and thus embraced the greater part of the 
world. A single economic controlling centre governed 
the movements of all important commodities and of 
shipping, 

“Never before has the world been under so 
complete a control of its economic life as during 
the latter part of the Avar. The loose and private 
international economic organisation, wdiich had 
grown uj) ill the iiineteenih century and had 
come to bo taken for granted, was suddenly torn 
asunder and cast aside. Its place was rapidly 
taken by two highly organised governmental 
systems, covering between them almost the entire 
globe. The extent to Avhich neutrals and other 
Powers distant from the main scene of lighting 
were drawn into the Allied economic system is 
well illustrated by the fact that during tiic closing 
months of the war 90 per cent of the sea- going 
tonnage of the world was under the control of 
the Allied Governments —in others words, of the 
Allied Maritime Transport Council, Avhicli allocated 
their cargoes and arranged their voA’^ages’* 
(p. 146). 

This was the highest measure of supornational 
economic organisation achieved by capitalism. It will 
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be noted that this demoastration is important, not 
only for the proof of the technical possibility of the 
extremely rapid organisation of world economy from 
a single controlling centre, once society is directed 
to this purpose, but equally for the no less 
significant fact that under capitalism this type of 
wider unified organisation has only been achieved 
for the purposes of war, for conflict with an 
opposing system. 

Towards the end of the war the proposal Tras 
put forward that this system should be continued 
after the war and extended to include the neutrals 
and cx-enomy States, with the participation of 
representatives of these on the controlling organs. It 
is evident that, if this proposal had been capable 
of realisation, a form of internationally organised 
capitalism, on the basis of the victorious Allies’ 
domination, would have been established which might 
have provided a possible basis for an attempted 
capitalist World State. But the scheme met with 
immediate breakdown. The proposal to prolong 
the jnter-Allied economic organisation was put forward 
by the British and French Governments to the United 
vStates Qivernmenb, which w^as in an immeasurably 
stronger economic position than the weakened 
European Powers, to the effect that the Allied economic 
control should be continued after the war and should 
include control of the merchant marine and supplies 
of the Central Powers. The reply of the United 
States was an emphatic negative, conveyed in Hoover’s 
Note of November 8th, 1918: 

“This Government will not agree to any 
programme that even looks like inter-AIlied control 
of our resources after peace. After peace, over 
one-half of the whole export food supplies of the 
world will come from the United States, and 
for the buyers of these supplies to sit in majority 
in dictation to us as to prices and distribution 
is wholly inconceivable. The same applies to raw 
materials.” 

There could be no clearer statement of the views 
of the strongest imperialist Power on any projects 
of a harmonious “ultra-imperialism.” 
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Profuaaor Zimmorii laiaeiils tliat this blow aoalecl 
tliofafcti of tho future Loagu© of Nations, lie couaidors 
that the scheme “aimed at creating conditions under 
whicli — and under wlucJi alone, as it was believed — 
the League of Natioua as a ])()iibioal organisation could 
bo set up with any hope of initial success*'; and he 
concludes; 

“If the peace, as is so often said, was lost, 
its first great defeat, perhaps its greatest defeat 
of all, was suffered, not in the Peace Conference 
itself, hut during the clays and weeks immediately 
following tho Armistice, when the economic forces 
were allowed to slip out of the control of 
statesmanship** (p/155). 

But it is manifest that what was hero revealed 
was no accidontal error of “statesmanship.** What was 
here revealed was the basic antagonisms of imperialism, 
inherent in the wliolo organisation of capitalism, so 
soon as tho war pressure was removed. No sooner 
was tho Gewman enemy overthrown than the now 
major antagonism of imperialism, the AngloAmerican 
antagonism, together with tho secondary Anglo-French 
antagonism, came to the forefront. The stronger 
imperialist Power refuses to enter into any stabler 
compact or bloc. The isolation of the United Stales on 
the economic fitld was soon followed by its isolation 
on tho political field. The departure of the United 
States killed the League of Nations as a world 
organisation of capitalism. We have here no eliapter 
of accidents, but the working out of the basic law of 
imperialism. 

The history of tho League of Nations can thus 
only be considered on the basis of the relations and 
antagonisms of imperialism. From this follows the 
original interconnc<‘.tiou of the League of Nations and 
tho Versailles victor treaty. Jn general, an assciciation 
of capitalist States is only realised against a common 
enemy. The Holy Alliance experiment dovedoped 
after the Napoleonic wars for thc^ maintenaiico of 
the Vienna settlement and tho monarchist restoration 

flCfa.inst the revoliitimi. Simila.r fafttnra maxr he 
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in the genesis of the League of N'a jions. The existing 
order was once again menaced by revolution. A 
prolonged war had ended in the victory of a CDalition 
which had made a new division of Europe and the 
world. The League of Nations was to be the coping- 
stone to maintain the order established by the 
outcome of the war against new revisionist war or 
revolutionary change. At the same time — again with a 
certain degree of analogy to the Holy Alliance —into 
this essentialy reactionary basis was poured the 
idealism of the crusade to wipe out war from the 
face of the earth. 

Three fatcors may thus be raced in the formation 
of the League of Nations. The first was the aim of 
the victor imperialist Powers to maintain the fruits 
of their victory. The second was the aim of capitalism 
as a whole to maintain its threatened rule against 
the revolution of tlie subject masses and of the 
colonial peoples. The third was the aim to prevent 
or hinder future wars. These aims were in fact 
contradictory; and the subsequent history has brought 
out more fully these contradictions. 

The Holy Alliance aspects of the League of Nations 
as an organisation of imperialism against the revolution 
and the colonial peoples was most prominent in its 
early stages, during the height of the revolutionary 
wave after the war. Since the highest measure of 
common interest of the entire capitalist class is expressed 
in the common interest of all sections to maintain the 
subjection of the exploited masses, it follows that the 
highest degree of capitalist co-operation is only achieved 
when and in proportion as this common interest of 
class domination is directly menaced. This was 
illustrated in the co-operation of Thiers and Bismarck 
against the Paris Commune. Similarly in the imperialist 
era the 1900 Eight-Power expedition for the suppression 
of the Boxer rising and the looting of Peking is the one 
example of a joint operation of all the imperialist Powers 
(although this also was characterised by sharp inner 
antagonisms and counter-manoeuvring throughout). So 
also all the imperialist Powers in varying forms and 
phases conducted armed operations against the Russian 
Revolution, 
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TIuh aHX)ect of the Lengu(^ of Nationn wa« most 
marketl in its l\)rmat»ioii and during its early stages. 
The League of Nation.^* was in fact no L<u^gue of 
“lUiiioiis/’ but a grouping of victor imperialist I'owers 
and of secondary {States. The colonial peoples 

were ‘‘represented” only by their masters, yoviot 
Russia, no less than defeated Uermany, Austria-Hungary 
and Turkey, were excluded from invitation. The 
“mandate” system was a transparent cover for the 
division of the colonial spoils of the defeated enemy. • 
A proposal by the Japanese to inchidc in the Covenant 
a clause recognising ‘‘the principle of equality of nations 
and just treatment of their nationals” and guaranteeing 
“no distinction on account of race and nationality,” 
though supported by a majority, was defeated by British 
and American opposition ; Lord Cecil objected that 
such a suggestion “raised extremely serious i)roblera3 
for the British Empire,’* while Pre^sidont Wilson 
protested that it “would raise the race issue throughout 
the world,” 

The conciousness of the light against the world 
socialist revolution was strongly present in the early stage 
of the formation of the League of Nations. A British 
Foreign Office Memorandum on the pr<»jec.t of a 
League of Nations in December 19 IS (published for 
the first time in Professor Zimmerii’s book, already 
quoted), laid down : 

“We have to look forward to a j)criod when 
Bolshevism —or the religion of the intornatiDnal 
class war— will bo a permanent factor in European 
policy, and may at any time seize the reins of Power 
in States which arc or desire to become members of 
the League. Wo ought to lay it down in set terms 
that Governments which promote ])ropaganda 
subversive of the Governments of tl\eir noighi)ours 
are outside the pale of the League’s meinbcrship. 
We can base our attitude here on tlu^ principle laid 
down in President Wilson's speech on March 5, 1917 : 
'The community of interest and poAver iqion AAhich 
peace must henceforth depend impos(*s upon en.ch 
nation the duty of seeing to it that all ndhienccs 
nrooeedinu from its own (ui.izens meant to oncourarre^ 
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and assist revolution in other (States should be 
sterril}" and effectually prevented.” 

Similarly the Smuts Plan for the League of Nations in 
December 1918 coolly proposed a “mandate” system 
by which the Western Powers organised through the 
League of Nations should seize control of Eastern 
Europe : 

“Europe is being liquidaterJ, and the League of 
Nations must be the heir to this great estate. The 
peoples left behind by the decomposition of Russia, 
Austria and Turkey are mostly untrained politically ; 
many of them are either incapable of or deficient in 
] 30 wer of self-government ; they are mostly destitute 
and will require much nursing towards economic 
and political independence.” 

So, too, the Lloyd George Memorandum to the Peace 
Conference in March 1919 openly spoke of the League 
of Nations as the ‘^alternative to Bolshevism” : 

“If we are to offer Europe an alternative to 
Bolshevism, we must make the League of Nations 
into something which will be both a safeguard to 
those nations who are prepared f?r fair dealing with 
their neighbours and a menace to those who would 
trespass on the rights of their neighbours, whether 
they are imperialist Empires or imperialist 
Bolshevists.” 

This openl 3 ’’ counter-revolutionary role of the original 
conception of the League of Nations was concealed 
under the banner of “democracy,” which covered the 
reality of imperialism. Wars in the Wilsonian philosophy 
were the consequence of the dynastic ambitions of king 
and emperors ; to these were opposed the peaceful 
aspirations of the peoples, once these were liberated 
through the two-fold process of national self-determination 
(regarded as only applicable to the subject peoples 
under enemy imperialism, and not to the far larger 
number of subject peoples under Allied imperialism) 
and of parliamentary democracy ; was no “democracy” 
covered the rule of finance-capital, the most predatory 
force in history and the driving-force of modern-war. 
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III view of those original ])lans cf the fountlers of the 
League of Nations to orgaiuse it as an instrument for 
the maintonanoo of imperialist domination over the 
subject peoples, for holding down Germany in subjection, 
and for organising the joint exploitation and carving 
up Itussia, itastern Europe and the near East, it was 
with full justification that Soviet llussia regarded the 
original c(mco])tion of the League of Nations with 
suspicion as “a coalition of certain States ondoavoiiring 
to usurp power over other States’’ and a “pscudo- 
intoniatioual body’’ which “really serves as a mere mark 
to conceal from the masses the aggressive aims of the 
imperialist policy of certain Great Powers of their 
vassals” (Soviet Note to the Secretary. General of the 
League of Nations in 1923). The tw'ofold character of 
the conception involved in the League of Nations, on 
the one hand the conception of a league of peoples for 
peace, and on the other hand the conception of an 
instrument of combined imperialist domination, was 
sharp! 3^ distinguished in Clucherin’s Note to President 
Wilson on the question of the League of Nations on 
October 24th, 1918, which at the same time set out the 
constructive proposals of the Bolsheviks for a real 
Lengiio of Nations. Those constnictivo proposals 
included : (I) self-determination of all peoples, including 
those under Allied imperialism ; (2) cancellation of all 
"vvar-dobts ; (3) expropriation of the capitalists in all 
countries pnd organisation of international economic 
co-operation on a basis of collective economy ; (4) 
international disarmament. Cluchoriii wrote ; 


‘‘While agreeing to participate in the negotiations 
even with Governments which do not as yet represent 
the will of the people, wo on our part should 
like to ascertain in detail from you, Mr. President, 
your conception of the Nations with w^iich you 
propose to crowm the %vork of peace. You demand 
the independence of Poland, Serbia, Belgium, and 
liberty for the peoples of Austria-Hungary. You 
probably mean to say that the popular masses 
everywdiere must first take determination of their 
fate into their own hands in order afterw^aids to 
associate in a free League of Nations. But, strangely 
enough we have not seen among your demands the 



Attcmptis at World Organisation ' 140 

liberation of either Ireland, Egypt, India or even the 
Philippines, and we greatly desire that these 
peoples, through their freely elected representatives, 
should have an opportunity jointly with us to take 
part in the organisation of the League of Nations. 

“Before commencing negotiations for the 
establishment of a League of Nations we also desire, 
Mu. President, to ascertain what solution you 
propose for the numerous problems of an economic 
character which have an essential importance for 
the cause of future peace, . . . You know as well 
as we, Mr. President, that this war is the result 
of the policy of all capitalist States. . . . 

“We therefore propose that the League of Nations 
should be based upon the expropriation of the 
capitalists of all countries. .If you should 
agree to this, Mr. President, if the 
sources of new wars should for ever be blocked 
up in this manner, there can be no doubt that 
all economic barriers could easily be removed, 
and that the peoples controlling the means of 
production which they operate would be vitally 
interested in a mutual exchange of the products 
the^^ do not want for the things they need. This 
would result in the exchange of commodities 
between nations, each producing what it could 
best produce, and the League of Nations would be 
a league of mutual aid to the labouring masses. 
It would theix be esisy to reduce the armed forces 
to the minimum necessary for the maintenance 
of public safety in the interior. . . 

“We have tried to formulate our proposals 
concerning a League of Nations with precision in 
order to prevent the League of Nations from 
becoming a League of Capitalists against the 
nations.*' 

But there remained “another possibility’^ 

'"But there is also another possibility. We have 
to deal with Presidf'nt Wilson of the Archangel 
attack and the Siberian invasion. We also have to 
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tloiil with the President Wilson of the League of 
Nations peace programme. Is not the real President 
Wilson, who in point of lact is guiding the policy 
of the American capitalist Ooverninont, actually 
the former of the two ‘i Js he nut the American 
Government, the Government of the American 
joint stock companies, the induairial commercial 
railway trusts and banka — in short, tlu^ Government 
of the Ameriean capitalists ? If so, is it not possible 
tint the proposal to establish a League of Nations, 
which emanates from this saxne American capitalisti 
Government, will actually bind the ixeoplo by now 
chains, and that an international trust will be 
formed for tho exploitation of the w^orking classes 
and the oppression of the weaker peoples V* 

It will bo seen that the Russian proposals for a 
League of Nations hi October 1918 touched on tho 
basic issues for ar^y permanent world organisation of 
tho peoples. This line was not followed. It was the 
altornativo line, the line of the ‘^international trust 
for tlic exploitation of the working classes and the 
oppression of the weaker peoples/’ that was attempted 
to bo realised. 

Nevertheless, tliis line also, tho lino of the 
‘‘international trust/’ could not in fact bo realised, 
for the reasons that wo have already analysed. The 
inner imperialist antagonisms prevented it. " No world 
union of imperialism could be realised. Hefcctioiis, 
splits and conflicts successively weakened tho league 
until a point was reached at which only two of the 
imperialist Great Powers wore effectively i)articipating 
in its work. Tho process of weakening rciufhed such a 
stage that, fourteen 3^ears after its foundation, the 
League of Nations was inviting the Soviet Union to 
join it in order to strengthen its ranks, and the Soviet 
Union began to play a leading part in the League 
which had originally been formed against it. 

In order to understand this transformation in the 
whole situation, composition and role of the League of 
Nations in its present latest phase, it is necessary to 
examine first the imperialist antagonisms within and 
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without the League which shattered its originally 
conceived role as an attempted world union of 
imperialism, and thus led the way, through its 
successive weakening, to the present new stage. This 
brings us in fact to the second aspect of the League 
■ as the arena of imperialist antagonisms. This aspect 
came increasingly to the front in the second jjhase of 
the League’s existence, in the period of temporary 
stabilisation, i, e. in proportion as the character of the 
League as the iiiiioii of the victor imperialist Powers 
against the defeated enemy and against the world 
revolutionary wave began to pass into the background. 
Germany was admitted into the League, and the 
League became for a period the recognised meeting- 
ground for the negotiations and interrelations of the 
leading European imperialist Powers. But this aspect 
of the League as the arena of imperialist antagonisms, 
inherent in its whole character, had in fact been strongly 
marked from the outset already in the preliminary 
negotiations which led to its formation. 

Three imperialist Powers had originally shaped the 
League of Nations, the United States, Britain and 
France. But these Powers were in fact pursuing 
contrary aims and policies; and these contrary policies 
were reSeoted in the outcome, as is indeed visible in the 
Covenant, which is no unitary document, but an 
amalgam, capable of very diverse interpretations and 
of very doubtul efficacy in a serious in ternationaJ 
crisis. 

France was above all concerned to safeguard its 
gains through the Versailles Treaty and its dominance 
in Europe on the basis of the chain of new States 
established through that settlement. For this reason 
France sought to establish and strengthen the League 
of Nations as a legally binding international instrument 
' for joint action in maintaining the Versailles settlement 
and the new frontiers established. Consistently with 
this, France sought to establish an international 
army of the League; this was defeated by British 
and American opposition. In the same way, later, 
France fought for the Protocol, which would have 
established automatic assistance in the case of 
aggression; British opposition defeated this. 
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Britain, whoso direct gains through Vcrsiiillos lay 
ossentirily outside Europe, was opi)oscd to any binding 
oommitinents of a gonoral cliaractor, or outside its 
immediate sphere of interests. Thus Britain originally 
opposed tlio words of Article 10 of the Covenant, 
“to preserve as against external aggression the territorial 
integrity*' of all member States (supported by the 
United States and Prance), and has later repeatedly 
“interpreted” them as not to be taken literally. 
British policy sought to minimise the League of 
Nations as no more than an instrument of international 
consultation, a continuation and extension of the old 
‘‘Concert of Europe*' into permanent forms. Official 
British expression of scepticism as to the whole — 
machinery of the League of Nations and the 
conception of “collective security” may be traced 
throughout the post-war period: as in the 1919 
official commentary on the League of Nations (Cmd. 
151), explaining that “private war” is still “contemplated 
as possible,” and that the I^eague only served to 
“establish an organisation which m‘\y make ])eaccfiil 
co-operation easy”; in the 1925 British Government 
Declaration to the Council (Cmd. 23(18) that the 
League, while able to deal with minor 
“misunderstandings,'* must be regarded as pt)werless 
to prevent wars “springing from deep-lying causes 
of hostility, which for histori(j or other reasons 
divide great and powerful States”; or in the 1935 
British Government Memorandum (Cmd. 4827) that 
“tho existing international machinery cannot bo relied 
on as a protection against »an aggressor.*’ 


The United States in the first stage of its policy, 
expressed through Wilson, sought to establish through 
tho League of Nations a world federation for peace 
under American domination, since uorld peace 
constituted the most favourable situation for American 
economic and financial penetration, corrcsponjnng to 
its superior economic strength. On the other hatid, 
the United Stales was not interested, ns Britain 
and France, in the direct “spoils” aspect of tho 
Treaty of Versailles or tho European settlement. As 
soon as it booarao cle«ar that Anuu'ican domination in 
any such general bloc was not possible, in the face 
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of British and French opposition, and that American 
policy was instead only becoming thereby involved 
in European commitments and conflicts in which it 
had no interest, the Wilson policy was reversed and 
the United States refused to enter the League. 

The withdrawal of the United States marked the 
first decisive rift in the League of Nations as an 
attempted world hloo of imperialism. The basic 
imperialist antagonism was stronger than the attempted 
combination through the League. From this 
point the League was revealed as no longer a 
general combination, but a partial combination 
under British-French domination. The withdrawal of 
the United States was immediately used by British 
policy as a ground for no longer regarding the 
League as effective or its obligations as binding in 
the same way as originally intended. The 1925 
Declaration of the British Government stated : 

The League of Nations in its present shape is 
not the League designed by the framers of the 
Covenant. They no doubt contemplated, and, 
so far as they could, provided against, the 
difficulties which might arise from the non-inclusion 
of a certain number of States within the circle of 
League membership. But they never supposed 
that among these States would be found so many 
of the most pow’^erful nations of the \vorld, least of 
all did they foresee that one of them would be the 
United States of America.*’ 

Similarly, the International Blockade Committee of 
the League in 1921 had already reported that, in 
view of the departure of the United States, the 
sanctions clauses of Article 16 could no longer be 
regarded as automatically and universally effective, 
as laid down by the Covenant. 

After the withdrawal of the United States, the 
British-French antagonism governed the proceedings 
of the League and paralysed its action. France fought 
for the line of the Protocol. Britain countered with 
the Locarno Pact, which, while having the appearance 
of increasing British commitments in Europe, in 
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reality expressed British withdrawal from the general 
obligations of the League by explicitly confining 
British commitments to Western Europe. To countcr- 
balanco Ifrcneh dominance iu Europe Britain negotiated 
to bring Germany into the League, The entry of 
Germany into the League iu 1926 at first gave the 
effect of widening its charae.ter, removing its one- 
sided role as the organ of the VersaiUos victors, 
and instead bringing once again to the front the 
conception of a union of Western imperialism with a 
markedly anti-Soviet orientation, especially in the aim 
of British policy. But this aim also was defeated. 
The challenge of the rising new German imperialism 
against Versailles only brought new antagonisms into 
the League ; Germany had only entered the League, 
as the subsequently published letter of Stresemann to 
the ex-Crown Prince made clear, for the purpose of 
manoeuvring *, later \vhen the time w'as ripe, 
Germany went out of the League in order to carry 
torward the struggle to a new stage with free hands. 
But by this time a profound transformation was 
developing iu the whole international situation. 

• The world economic crisis and its oonsoquoncos 
brought far-reaching ehngos iu the international 
political situation, and a general sharpening of all 
antagonisms, which had their inevitable clToet on the 
whole character of the League of Nations. Hitherto 
the League had appeared as the general union of the 
leading imperialist Powers other than th(^ United 
States. In the now sharpened situation this could 
no longer continue. The first sign of tho now war- 
phase that was developing was Japan’s w^ar of 
spoliation against China in 1931, Japan and China 
were both members of tho League ; China appealed 
’ to the League. But Britain gave diplomatic support 
to Japan ; the League proved impotent to act. 
This impotence of the League in tlu) first -war 
involving a Great Power dealt a crushing blow to 
the reputation of the League as an instrument to 
prevent war. 

But the effect of Japan’s action w*eiit further. 
The League, while taking no action against Japan, 
eventually drew up a report condemnatory of Japan's 
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aggression, even though offering concessions to Japan. 
Japan rejected the report, and in March 1933 left 
the League. Thereby Japan showed that for the 
purpose of its war of aggression it Tras more convenient 
to act from outside the League. In the autumn of 1933 
Germany followed Japan's example. A new situation 
thus developed in which the Powers concentrating on 
immediate war were passing out of the League (Italy 
subsequently remaining only in nominal membership ), 
while the Powers remaining in the League were those 
opposed to immediate war. This was the first factor j 
in the new phase of the League of Nations. ^ 

The second factor, connected with the first, arose 
from the increasing role and activity of the secondary 
and smaller States in the League, in proportion as the 
ranks of the Great’ Powers became weakened. Originally, 
and in the original conception and intention, the 
League had been completely dominated by the leading 
Powers, with the smaller States relegated to a role 
of impotent passivity in the background. The 
Covenant laid down that the Council, in whose hands 
lay all effective control of the League, should consist 
of the five victor Great Powers as permanent members, 
and (conceded only after violent protest from the 
smaller States at the Peace Conference) four 
non-permanent members from among the smaller. States, 
i.e, that the Powers should have a permanent majority 
on the Council. But the increasing antagonisms 
between the Powers transformed and undermined this 
position. On the one hand, the number of imperialist 
Great Powers in the League sank to three; on the 
other hand, through successive changes consequent on 
various conflicts and intrigues, the number of 
non-permanent seats, representing the secondary and 
smaller States, was raised to nine, thus transforming 
the formal balance on the Council. The change, 
while not removing the inevitable actual domination 
of the Powers, and in particular, Britain and France, 
was not entirely formal, but reflected a certain change 
in the balance of forces. For the majority of the 
smaller States, having the most to fear from war and 
from the ambitions or revisionist aims of their 
neighbours, were the most anxious to develop the 
League as an instrument for the collective maintenance 
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of pccacc, Tho Liitlo Entente, tlio Baltie States, the 
majority of tlie Balkan States, and the Scandinavian 
States played an active role in tliis rosj)cot within the 
League. In proportion as the menace of tho Fascist 
war odeiisivo increased, this activity of the majority 
of tho smaller States to endeavour to make tho League 
an effeetivo instrument of eoileetivc defeueo against 
aggression become intensified, and forced itself to the 
front in the ]>rooee(Ungs of tho League. And in this 
fight for peace they were now to find a poAVorful ally 
in the Soviet Union. This brings us to tho third and 
most important factor of change in situation of the 
League of Nations. 


Tho third new factor arose from the advance in 
strength of the Soviet Union. The original Holy 
Alliance aspect of the League of Nations had failed 
and successively weakened, not by the intention of its 
founders, but through the further development of the 
world situation, the advancing strength of tho Soviets 
Union and the w^eakening of imperialism by its own 
divisions. Tho Soviet Union had defeated its enemies, 
built up its Socialist econom3^ and emerged as a world 
Power whoso weight had increasingly to bo taken 
into account. To moot the rising German menace and 
the weakening of the League, Franco wwked to make 
possible tho eirtry of the Soviet Union into tlio 
League of Nations. Tho entry of tho Soviet Union 
into the League of Nations took xjlace in 1934 and 
brought a completely new situation. For the first 
time the ring of imperialism was broken, and a 
Pow'cr outside imperialism functioned in tho inner 
Council of the League. 

Thus a far-reaching reversal of relations had 

developed. The League of Nations remained a 
combination of imperialist States, with only one 
Socialist State now in their midst. But the most 
active war- making Powers had passed out of the 
League or developed an openly negative attitude 

tow’^ards it. The new Socialist Power was able to 

exorcise its influence within it. The smaller States 

which feared war sought to develop it as an instrument 
for the maintenance of peace. The imperialist Powers 
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were divided into those which openly drove to war, 
either from outside or against the League, and those 
which were hesitant or opposed to immediate war and 
sought, with considerable hesitations and inconsistencies, 
to maintain the League as an iostrument to impede or 
delay war. Thus the popular forces were able to take 
advantage of this rift in the imperialist camp and 
utilise the new' relation of forces within the League as 
a means towards strengthening the struggle against 
the Fascist war offensive of imperialism. 

The contradictory forces of this extremely complex 
new' situation were partially illustrated in connection 
with the Italian war on Abyssinia in 1935. In this 
case the situation of the imperialist Powers, in contrast 
to 1931, was such that British imperialism was 
concerned, in defence of its interests in Northern 
Africa, the Suez Canal and the Mediterranean, to 
exercise a restraining influence on Italy, while France 
had reached a basis of close understanding with Italy, 
in order to wrin assistance against the menace of Nazi 
Germany, and was hesitant to act against Italy, so 
long as Britain’s attitude to future Nazi aggression 
remained ambiguous. The Soviet Union alone 
proclaimed its opposition in principle to the colonial 
aggression of Italy and declared its readiness to take 
part in all collective measures for the defence of peace 
against aggression. For the first time in its history 
the League of Nations took a certain very limited 
action against a Great Power in the shape of partial 
economic sanctions, but veey tardily, with extreme 
w'eaknoss, and accompanied by offers of concessions 
from the imperialist Committee of five, dominated 
by Britain and France, which w'ere from the outset in 
open violation of the Covenant. The attempted 
Hoare-Laval settlement of British and French 
imperialism, which sought to reward Italian aggression 
with extensive territories at the expense of Abyssinia, 
and which w^as put forw'ard as an alterative serving to 
delay any embargo on oil supplies so long as such an 
embargo might have been effective in bringing the 
war to an end, completed the strangling of the 
League’s role. The outcome demonstrated once again 
the incapacity of the League of Nations, as so far 
developed, to prevent war or defend peace. 
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Nevertheless, the experience rovculcd the growth of 
tlio forces fighting for peace; popular prcKsuro played 
certain part in enforcing oven the very liinitcd action 
that was taken, as well as in defeating the Iloarc-Laval 
plan; and it revealed also the extreme instability of 
the present relation of forces in the League of 
Nations. 

The demonstration of impotoueo of the League of 
Nations before the Italian war of aggression on 
Abyssinia, both being members of the I^eague, 
following on the similar demonstration of impotence 
before the Japanese war of aggression on China in 
1931; and with the prospect of Nazi Gorman aggression 
in Europe in the near future, brought sharply to the 
forefront the problem of the League of Nations and 
the alternatives before it. One school, represented 
especially in strong sections of British ruling opinion, 
sought to draw the lesson of the failure of tlio 
League of Nations, to write off the whole conception 
of collective security as bankrupt, and to seek to 
confine the League in future to the role of a body of 
international consultation and conoiliailnn, abandoning 
or liquidating tho provisions of the Covenant for tho 
collective maintenance of peace. This view, hinted at 
ill the National Govornmoiit's deolarations that tho 
whole question of collective security would have to bo 
reconsidered in the near future, received frank expression 
from Lord Lothian: 

“I am reluctantly drawn to the conclusion that 
the only honourable and practical course for us is 
to give notice at once that after two years WHi 
shall no longer accept the automatic and universal 
obligation to go to w^ar contained in Article 10 and 
16 and to invite our fellow-members to consider how 
the League can be restored to tho universality which 
is its essence and continued as an intrument for 
international conciliation.’’ 

(Lord Lothan in The Times, April 29th, 1936) 

The other school, most typically represented by the 
French Peace Plan of April 1930, sought to strengthen 
the League of Nations by a supplementary system of 
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guarantee pacts involving definite obligation of all 
participating States for collective defence against 
aggression. 

The coming stage is thus likely to see a battle 
developing over the future of the League of Nations. 
The existing phase is a reflection of the 
extreme present instability in the camp of 
imperialism, with the advances of the forces of 
Fascism and of the elements driving to war 
on the one side, with the advance of the 
socialist forces and of the popular peace front on 
the other, and wdth the extreme hesitations and 
divisions of policy Avithin the ruling imperialist camp. 
It is obvious that this situation is no static one; it 
is capable of rapid development in either direction. On 
the one hand, the advance of the socialist revolution, 
or of the transitional stage of the people’s front, 
in a series of countries could lead to a rapid 
and even decisive change on the balance within 
the League of Ncations. On the other hand, the 
main imperialist forces will certainly exert every 
endeavour to restore the old balance, to bring 
Germany back into the League, and to rebuild once 
again the temporarily shaken front of imperialist 
counter-revolution within the League of Nations. 

In particular, the battle is likely to develop in 
the immediate future between the attempt to liquidate 
the basis of the League of Nations as an instrument 
of collective peace, drawing the Fascist States into 
its midst, and revising and emasculating Articles 
10 and 16, and the attempt to strengthen its basis, 
in combination with an inclusive system of pacts 
of mutual security, as a binding instrument for 
collective defence against aggression. 

The outcome of this battle, which reflects all 
the social-political forces of the present situation, 
will depend on the further development of the inner 
social-political struggle in the leading countries. No 
dogmatic conoluvsion can be drawn with regard to 
the future of the League of Nations, because the 
League of Nation is no absolute unchanging institution, 
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but ouly a relatiouahip of continually changing forces; 
and in consequence its role and significance at any 
given stage can only be judged concretely in relation 
to the given situation. 

3, World Pacts and Ber/ional Pacts 

From the outset the League of Nations never 
enjoyed the confidence of the imperialist Powers as 
a general mechanism of security. The United States 
repudiated it. British scepticism and refusal of any 
general commitments was unconcealed. France, while 
laying the greatest stress on the binding character 
of the Covenant, was the first to develop a system 
of additional treaties and alliances for its security. 

President Wilson had declared ; 

‘‘ There can be no leagues or alliances or special 
covenants and understandings witliin the general 
and common family of the League of Nations. ’’ 

But President Wilson had himself violated this 
at the outset with the proposed British-American- 
French Treaty of Guarantee, which only finally fell 
through owing to American repudiation. Since there 
was no confidence in any quarter in the collective 
system of the League of Nations, there inevitably 
followed a long series of separate pacts of particular 
States, either directly outside the League of Nations, 
Of drawn up as falling within its framework. The 
separatist tendency of Power-relations undex* impreria- 
lism proved stronger than the attempted universal 
system of the League of Nations, 

Of these numerous pacts of the post-war period 
it is necessary to distinguish two types. The first 
was the attempted world pact, the Kellogg Pa ct or 
Paris Pact, which sought to establish a world system 
of “ renunciation of war ” separate from and outside 
the League of Nations. The second was the series of 
regional pacts, which ranged from minor non-aggression 
treaties between two States to attempted wider 
regional systems, notably the Washington Nine-Power 
Treaty for the Far East, the Locarno Pact for 
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Western Europe, the mores for ti Pda-American 
League the abortive schemes for ‘*Pan-Europe,’’ and 
the proposed Eastern Security Pact for Eastern 
Europe, which received its partial realisation in the 
Eranco-Soviet Pact. 

The Kellogg Pact, inspired from the United States, 
represented the American attempt at an alternative world 
system, under Amerian leadership, to the League of Nations, 
wliich had fallen under British-Frcueh leadership. It 
was t-igued in 1928 and eventually ratified by 65 States, 
or a wider range than the mcm])er.shi 2 ) of the League 
of Nations. It was thus in form for the first time an 
all-embi’aciug world system, but it achieved tins all- 
embracing character only by being empty of any real 
content. Formally the signatories, 

(1 ) ‘^solemnly declare that they condemn recourse 
to war for the solution of international controversies, 
and renounce it as an instrument of national policy 
in their relations with one another’’ ; 

(2) ‘'agree that the settlement or solution of all 
disputes or conflicts of whatever nature or of 
whatever origin they may be, whicli arise among 
them, shall never be soi.ight except by jjacilic 
means.’’ 

Actually this pledge Avas treated in a fully Pickwickian 
sense by all the imjjorihl signatories from tlie outset. 
This was made clear in the statement and reservations 
for the various Powers preceding signature. The United 
States Government excepted from its operation any 
action for the maintenance of the Monroe Doctrine The 
French Government insisted that the pact must not be 
understood to refer to w^ars of self-defence or in 
fulfilment of treaty obligations. The British Government 
made the most sAveeping reservations of all in its 
dispatch of May 19th, 1928. 

“There are certain regions of the Avorld the welfare 
and integrity of which constitute a special and vital 
interest for our peace and safety. His Majesty’s 
Government have been at pains to make it clear in 
the past that interference in these regions cannot be 
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suffered. Their protection against attack is to the 
British Empire a me«asure of self-defence. It must 
be clearly understood that his Majesty’s Government 
in Great Britain accept the new treaty upon the 
distinct understanding that it does not prejudice 
their freedom of action in this respect,” 

Not content with the “defence” of the Empire, covering 
a quarter of the world, Britain thus reserved for itself 
full “freedom of action” in any unspecified “reigns of 
the world” where it might at any time claim *‘a special 
and vital interest.’’ This sweeping claim of British 
imperialism left the Monroe Doctrine behind as a 
parochial affair in comparison. Needless to say, this 
claim was thereafter taken as equally applicable to 
themselves by the other Powers ; thus the Italian 
representative at Geneva specifically referred to it as 
jusfifying Italy’s claim that its war on Abyssinia was no 
breach of the Kellogg Pact. 

What, then, remained of the Kellogg Pact even on 
the day that it was signed? Wars of “defence” were 
clearly understood to be excluded from its operation. 
Wars for the maintenance of colonial posecssions or in 
execution of treaties were equally understood to be 
excluded. So were wars on behalf of “special and vital 
interest” in any “regions of the world’’ war. The 
innocent might be excused for w^ondering what was left 
to renounce. But the law^yers were ready with an 
answer. The imperialist Powers had renounced wars of 
“aggression,” the pledge was not exacting 

Since the Kellogg Pact it has been noted that no 
“war” have taken place any more in the world. Military 
operations, involving considerable slaughter and 
destruction, have taken place in the Far East, in South 
America and in America. In no case have lliese been 
preceded by a declartation of war. In the opinion of the 
general staffs this precedent may be expected to be 
followed in the future. This is likely to be the maximum 
contribution of imperialism to the abolition of “war.” 

The testing of the Kellogg Pact as an attempted 
world system under American leadership took place over 
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the Japanese inrasion of Manchuria. The United States 
Government called for ‘-consultation’^ by the signatories 
of the pact as the necessary sequel in view of its 
violation, The Secretary’ of State, Stimson, declared 
in his address of August 8th, 1932 : 

“Consultation between the signatories of the 
pact, when faced with a threat of its violation, 
becomes inevitable. Any effective invocation of 
the power of world opinion postulates discussion 
and consultation. As long as the signatories of 
the pact support the policy which the American 
Government has endeavoured to establish during 
the past three years of arousing a united and 
living spirit of public opinion as a sanction of 
the pact, as long as this course is adopted and 
endorsed by the great nations of the world w^ho 
are signatories of that treaty, consulations will 
take place as an incident to the unification of 
that opinion.’* 

The appeal fell in practice on deaf ears. Britain 
was supporting Japan. Bepeatod American overtures 
were rebuffed. Once again the basic Anglo-American 
antagonism shattered the attempt at a world system. 

As against the failure of the attempted world 
pacts to prevent war, represented by the League 

Covenant and the Kellogg Pact, the theory has 

been put forward that the correct line of advance 

lies along the path of regional pacts of mutual 
security, since these would correspond to the close 
and immediate interests of the States concerned. 
Here, however, a distinction is necessary. While an 
agreement of this character for mutual assistance 
between neighbouring States can have an impeding 
effect on the outbreak of war, it is obvious, 

especially where the question of the larger Powers 
arises, that the modern world cannot be finally thus 
divided into compartments, that what happens in 
one region is bound to affect another, and that 
therefore any regional pacts require for their full 
effectiveness to be part of a wider world system. 
The fate of the major regional pacts so far attempted 
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is suggestive for this. The Washington Nine. Power 
Treaty’ and the Locarno Treaty, which were both 
essentially sejjaratist in character, have broken down. 
The Franco-Soviet Pact, wliich is of a new type and 
explicitly not exclusive, but open to extension and 
framed to fall within a wider system, stands at 
present, though its effectiveness has still to be 
brought to the test. 

The Washington Nine-Power Treaty of 1922 
guaranteed the territorial integrity of China and 
established the principle of the Open Door in China. 
This did not prevent the repeated armed operations 
of the signatory Powers in China during the following 
decade. The treaty was finally torn up by the Japanese 
invasion of Manchuria in 1931 and its establishment 
of the puppet State of Man chukuo in 1932. 

The Locarno Treaties of 1925 were designed to 
separate the question of security in Western Europe 
from that of Eastern Europe by a comiilieated system 
of mutual guarantee of the western frontier of Germany 
in relation to France and Belgium, by the five Powers, 
Britain, France, Belgium, Germany and Italy. 
Although in form subordinate to the League of 
Nations, it represented in fact the line of British 
policy to separate itself from commitments in Eastern 
Europe, and to restore Germany to equality with 
France in a system of Western imperialism under 
British leadership. For a period this served to assist 
the recovery of the new German imperialism. But 
the further expansion of German powder burst the 
framework. In 1936 Geimany denounced the Locarno 
Pact in order to carry through the re-militarisation 
of the right bank of the Rhine, while offering a new 
treaty on this basis for Western Europe. 

The projects of some form of ‘‘PaivEuropean Union'* 
came to the front during the period of temporary 
stabilisation. The project in its first stages reflected 
the short-lived phase of Franco- German co-operation 
associated with the Thoiry conversations of Briand and 
Stresemann in 1926. The name “Pan-Europe" was in 
fact a misnomer ; since the scheme, as originally put' 
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forward excluded alike the Soviet Union (45 per cent 
of Europe) and Britain, while including the African 
colonial territory of the Continental European Powers, 
covering an area three times as largo as the proposed 
European area to be included. ^ The whole scheme 
was indeed conceived as an opposing bloc to the vSoviet 
Union, the British Empire and the United States. 
For its most active supports, represented by Count 
Coudenhove-Kalergi and the Pan-Europe Union 
(founded in 1923, with extended semi-official 
congresses of leading statesmen in 1926 and 1930), the 
principal significance of the project was a bloc 
against the Soviet Union. Europe must ‘-close its 
economic front against Bussia'’; Europe must 
organise ‘‘a single array against the Russian danger’": 
this was the running theme of the journal of the 
movement, Paneiiropa, Similarly, the ManchesU/r 
Guardian reported of Briand in 1929, when he was 
pressing forward his policy of Pan-Europe : 

‘*He has become obsessed with the communist 
danger, and the isolation of Russia has become one 
of the chief aims of his policy. There is reason to 
believe that the desire to isolate Russia has 
something to do wdth his whole proposal of European 
Federation.” 

{Manchester Guardian Wceldy, October 4th, 1929) 

In 1930 Briand issued his Memorandum for a United 
States of Europe to all the European States except 
the Soviet Union. British policy, however, with its 
extra-European commitments w^as essentially opposed 
either to entering a European Federation or to 
permitting one to be formed without it. Some British 
statesmen w-ere disposed to flirt with the conception 
of a European Federation as the organisation of a 
bloc against the United States: 

1 . The inclusion of tlie African colonial territory to constitute 
three-quarters of “Pon-Europe” is delightfully explained in the 
official A B C of Ptm-Evrope, issued by the Pan-Euroi^e Union 
under the honorary presidency of Briand, as representing 
*‘the southern extension of Europe across the Mediterranean” 
{Pan-Europa ABC, bv R. KT. Coudenhove-Kalergi, Vienna, 
1931, p. 23). 
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' ‘Already even in those friendly regions (the 
Dominions) we were being injuriously affected by 
the menacing rivalry of the United States of America, 
who had been making gains in them as in other 
parts of the world at our expense. The portent of 
America with half the gold of the world and five 
times our annual income had set the statesmen of 
the Continent of Europe thinking. Small wonder was 
it that the idea of a United States of Europe had 
emerged and was taking shape as an equipoise to the 
formidable economic Power on the other side of the 
Atlantic.’' 

(Sir Robert Horne, speech at the Constitutional 

Club, February 26th, 1930) 

But the dominant British policy was expressed in the 
emphatic negative of Amery at the Berlin Pan-Europe 
Congress in May 1930 (“We cannot belong simultaneously 
to Pan-Europe and the British Commonwealth’’), and 
in the editorial of The Times on September 9th, 1930 : 

“Very few States w'ould care to proceed with 
the plan if Great Britain were to take no part in it, 
and therefore in view of British reluctance 
to have anything to do with an exclusively 
European political body, nothing in the w^ay of a 
new political union is in the least likely to arise from 
the present discussion.’’ 

British opposition in practice killed the scheme. 

This type of regional pact was in essence a 
reactionary proposal, directed solely to wider 

antagonisms, and at the same time in practical 

contradiction to the real conflicts of imperialism within 

Europe.^ So long as Europe remains a series of 

imperialist metropolitan centres with colonial 
appendages in all the other continents, and at the same 
time with extreme antagonisms over the divisions of 
those colonies; the “United States of Europe” or 
‘‘Pan-Europe” remains either a mirage or solely a 
project for a counter-revolutionary bloc. The eventual 
closer union of the European countries within the 
wider union of the world can only be achieved along 
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a different path, -vvlieii the imperialist basis of the 
European States has been overthrown. 

The next stage of the movement towards wider 
types of regional pact (omitting for the moment the 
very important narrower types of pact, such as the 
closer political union of the Little Entente, the Baltic 
Pact and the Balkan Pact, all characteristic 
developments of the recent period) took a new form 
in connection wdth the negotiations for an Eastern 
European Pact of Mutual Security. Here the peace 
policy of the vSoviet Union played the leading role. 
Already in 1929 the Soviet Union had negotiated a 
Treaty of Non-Aggression with the neighbouring States, 
the Baltic States, Poland and Rumania, as well as 
with Turkey and Persia. In 1933 the advent of 
Hitler with the openly proclaimed Nazi policy of 
aggression in Central and Eastern Europe and 
territorial conquests at the expense of the Soviet 
Union, and the following German-Polish Treaty in 
the beginning of 1934, made clear to all that here 
was the burning point of the menace of war in 
Europe. In May 1934, in view of the manifest failure 
of the Disarmament Conference, Litvinov put forward 
the proposal that the Disarmament Conference should 
be reconstituted as a Permanent Peace Conference 
charged with the duty of preventing war and deviKsing 
a workable system of guarantees. At the same time 
the project was developed of an Eastern Security 
Pact or “Eastern Locarno,” as it was at first commonly 
called, which should include Germany, the Soviet 
Union, Poland, the Baltic States, Finland and Czecho- 
Slovalda in a treaty of mutual guarantee against attack, 
and a parallel mutual guarantee of France, Germany 
and the Soviet Union. From the outset Germany and 
Poland showed hostility to the conception of such a 
Peace Pact. Britain was at first hesitant, but eventually 
in the summer of 1934 gave the scheme an ojfficial 
blessing, while disclaiming any commitments. At the 
London Conference of February 1935, the communique 
agreed by Britain and France put forward the specific 
proposal for a “general settlement” on the basis of 
such a system of regional pacts at the best means 
to “contribute to the restoration of confidence and 
the prospects of peace among nations”: 
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‘‘This general settlement would make provision 
for the organisation of security in Europe, 
particularly by means of the conclusion of pacts, 
freely negotiated between all the iuterested parties, 
and ensuring mutual assistance in Eastern 
. Europe.’’ 

The Stresa Conference of Britain, France and Italy 
in April 1935, realHrmed this decision. 

All these proposals, however, met with a flat 
negative from Germany and Poland. Germany was 
only prepared to agree, not to mutual help against 
attack, but to the abstract princijile of “non-aggression” 
(already covered in the Kellogg Pact and shown 
inadequate) and “non-assistance to the aggressor,” i. e. 
the Fascist principle of the “localisation of war.” In 
consequence, the Eastern Security Pact, which was 
to have included Germany equally with France and 
the Soviet Union, finally emerged, owing to the refusal 
of Germany to participate, as the Franco-Soviet Pact 
in May 1935. 

The Franco-Soviet Pact was immediately attacked 
hy all Nazi an<l Fascist propaganda as a “military 
alliance’’ and equivalent to the encirclement of 
Germany. Nothing could be further from the truth. 
The Franco-Soviet Pact, whioli was expressly by its 
terms drawn up within the limits of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations, marked a new departure 
in this type of agreement for the maintenance of 
peace by explicitly including in its terms (in the 
attached Protocol) the declaration that it was U2)en 
and remained open for Germany to join: 

“The two Governments put on record that the 
negotiations which have just resulted in the 
signature of this treaty were primarily entered 
upon in order to complete a security agreement 
comprising all the countries of , North-Eastern 
Europe — the U. S. S. R., Germany, Czecho-Slovakia, 
Poland, and ihe Baltic States bordering upon the 
U. S. S. li.; besides this agreement there -was to 
have been concluded a treaty of assistance between 
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comprising all the countries of North-Eastern 
Eurojje — the U. S. S. R., Germany, Czecho-Slovakia 
Poland, and the Baltic States bordering upon the 
XJ, S, S. R; besides this agreement there as to 
have been concluded a treaty of assistance between 
the U. S. S. R., France, and Germany, under which 
each of these three States would be pledged to 
the assistance of any one of them subjected to an 
aggression on the part of one of those three States. 
Although circumstances have not hitherto permitted 
the conclusion of these agreements, which the 
two parties still look upon as desirable, it remains 
a fact, nevertheless, that the undertaking set forth 
in the Franco-Sovdet Treaty should be understood 
to come into play only witliin the limits 
contemplated in the tripartite agreement previously 
projected.’’ 

It would be a highly curious form of " ‘encirclement’’ 
in which the supposed ‘‘encircled’’ party is continuously 
invited to join as an equal partner, and refuses only 
by his own will in order to pursue his 0 ];>en]y 
proclaimed plans of aggression. 

The Franco-Soviet Pact, within tho Covenant of 
the League of Nations, is to-day, when the Locarno 
Pact and all the other instruments have broken down, 
the principal pillar of peace so far as diplomatic 
machinery can ^o. The extension of this system to a 
similar series of agreements with tho Soviet Union, 
which remains the centre of the fight for peace in the 
diplomatic field, on the part of other imperialist 
Powers opposed to immediate war, would offer the 
maximum possibility under existing conditions for 
strengthening tho front for peace in the diplomatic 
field in order to impede, at any rate for a period, 
the race to war. 

4. Collective Seciinty 

From the above analysis some provisional 
conclusions may be drawn on the vexed question of 
‘^collective security.’’ 

The abstract principle of collective securiity may 
be simply stated. It is drawn as the practicle 
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conclusion from the undoubted fact of the 
interdependence of the world and tho ‘‘indivisibility 
of peace.’* The essence of the principle may be defined 
as follows: Given a world of independent sovereign 
States, the only conditions under which these could 
conceivably keep the peace among themselves, short 
of accepting federation or any common sovereignty, 
would be by their uniting to maintain and carry out 
a pledge of combined action by the entire force of the 
remainder against any State having recourse to war, 
with the consequence that the certainty of such 
overwhelming opposition would in practice restrain 
any State from having recourse to war, or, in the 
extreme event of the attempt being made, would 
speedily bring it to an end. 

Stated thus abstractly, the doctrine of collective 
security has the degree of conclusiveness of a 
mathematical proposition; and, in the abstract, none 
would venture to quarrel with it save those who hold 
the alternative Fascist doctrine of the “localisation of 
war,” that is, who regard war as inevitable and 
conceive it to be the highest duty of statesmanship 
to “localise” its outbreaks. For such critics the 
doctrine of collective security appears as the 
‘^universalisation of war.” 

“The new theory of collective security was simply 
a dangerously misleading name for a military 
alliance, the effect of which would be to turn every 
local dispute into a world war.” 

(Lord Lothian, Lecture at Lincoln’s Inn, 

The Times, May 29th, 1935) 

Against such critics, representing in fact the Fascist 
and pro-Fasoist schools of thought, all supporters of 
international peace would with justice defend the 
line of collective security as representing in 
comparison the line of the fight for peace. 

But when we come to apply this abstract principle 
of collective security to the realities of ini)erialism, 
we come to more complex questions. For we then 
have to take into account the real Power-relations of 
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imperialism, T;vliich inevitably deflect and distort for 
their own purposes the principle of collective security; 
and it is this fact w^hich is sophistically exploited by 
the Fascist advocates in order to discredit the whole 
principle of collective security and thus smooth their 
path to war. 

In the first place, no universal combination of imperialist 
Powers can in practice be counted on. The experience 
of the League of Nations and the basic split by the 
isolationist line of the United States, reflecting the 
dominant antagonisms of imperialism, have illustrated 
this, as also the subsequent passing out of the 
Powers most actively driving to w’ar. The ideal of 
the union of all the rest against the single violator 
of peace is in conflict with the contradictory special 
interests and relations of the imperialist Powers, and 
in consequence suffers repeated shipwreck in the real 
world. The experience of the League of Nations has 
shown that, where the Great Powers are in agreement, 
in dealing with the dispute or aggression of some 
smaller country or countries ( as in the Greek- 
Bulgarian conflict of 1925 ), there collective action 
to restore peace can be rapid and effective. But 
w^here the Great Powers are in disagreement, or the 
action of one of their own number is in question, 
there at once the path of collective action is heavily 
paralysed, because the transgressing Power can always 
count on open or secret support from among the other 
Powers. When Japan went to war in open violation 
of the Covenant in 1931, Britain gave diplomatic 
support to Japan and paralysed any action. When 
Italy went to war it violation of the Covenant in 
1935, France was diplomatically tied to Italy and 
impeded action, while both Britain and France were 
committed by previous partition agreements to Italy, 
and sought repeatedly to achieve a ” settlement 
by awarding spoils to the aggressor at the expense 
of the victim of aggression. W'hen Germany repeatedly 
violated international agreements in 1935 and 1936, 
Britain gave diplomatic support to Germany and broke 
the common front, as in the Anglo-German Naval 
Agreement of June 1935, immediately after the formal 
joint condemanation of German unilateral repudiation 
of treaties by re-arming, and again in the crisis over 
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the repudiation of the Locarno Pact and the 

de-militarisation of the Rhineland in 1936. 

These realities of imperialist relations have to be 
taken into account in estimating the possibilities of 
the line of collective security as a line of prevention 
of war. lliis does not mean that the line of 

collective security is therefore to be rejected as 

valueless. But it does mean that the line of 

collective security, the realisation of which is dependent 
on the police of imperialist Governments, can never 
be a substitute for the independent struggle of the 
masses of the peoples themselves in all countries for 
peace and against the policies of their Governments 
driving to war. In the existing situation the only 
Power which is genuinely interested in the line of 
collective security as a universal line is the Soviet 
Union. In all other States, so long as power remains 
in the hands of capitalism, the policy pursued will 
depend on the play of forces both between the 
different sections of capitalism and also on the 
relation of forces between capitalism and the mass 
movement (the role of the people’s front in France in 
finally, after prolonged struggle, overcoming the 
reactionary opposition to the ratification of the 

Franco-Soviet Pact, and in enforcing so far its 

maintenance, illustrates this process ). The central 
factor in the struggle for peace is the independent 
mass struggle, led by the working class, in unity 
with the peace policy of the Soviet Union. The 

strength of this factor will in practice also determine 
the degree of realisation of the line of collective 
security. 

Thus a new stage is reached in which the line 
of the fight for peace and for collective security becomes, 
not the abstract preaching of a juridical ideal as a 
panacea, which is constantly ignored and violated by 
an unfeeling world, but the active organisation and 
struggle of the mass forces in all countries, in unity 
with the Soviet Union, against war and for peace, 
utilising the diplomatic machinery of collective security 
only as an auxiliary weapon to the basic weapons of 
mass struggle (united international working-class action, 
stopping of supplies to the Fascist war-makers, etc.). 



Attempts at World Organisation 


173 


But this is a new and deeper realist conception of 
collective security. 

The basic failing of all the abstract Liberal idealist 
juridical presentations of collective security as the panacea 
against war, is that they build their conception on a com- 
pletely abstract legol picture of a world of equal sovereign 
States, and not on the real picture of the imperialist 
world. The parallel is often drawn between the 
community of States and a community of individuals, 
as if the proposal to prevent war betweed States by the 
system of collective security were analogous to the 
methods of maintaining ‘daw and order'* among 
individual citizens within a State. Thus in advocating 
*‘an ordered society of nations” by a system of 
“collective guarantee and pooled security** L, S. Woolf 
wTites : 

“Within the State we have learned by experience 
that civilised life is nob possible unless human 
nature submits to the restrains of law and order. 
In the course of a few hundred years we have 
completely altered human behaviour, and the civilised 
man lives in peace with his next-door neighbour, 
or if he quarrels with him or disagrees with him, 
does not claim to be judge in his own case or club 
his neighbour over the head or stick a knife into 
his back or shoot him ; he either settles his dispute 
by compromise or arbitration or takes it to the courts 
for decision of a judge according to the rules of 
law. And in order to make it quite certain that 
he shall behave in this way, he and his fellow- 
citizens maintain a police force which will prevent 
him ‘taking the law into his own hands.* But in 
international relations, in the relations between 
States, we adopt an entirely opposite method. 

There we maintain a syetem of anarchy The 

problem of preventing war is the problem of 
substituting a different system, a system of 
international law and order, for this anarchy.’* 


(L. S. Woolf, Introduction to The Intelligent Man's 

Way to Prevent War^ 1933, p. II) 
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The parallel breaks down, not only because the “law 
and order'’ within a modern State is the reiieetion of an 
absolute sovereign power for which no counterpart is 
proposad in the sj'stem of separate States organised on 
the basis of “collective guarantee and pooled security,” 
but also because the relations between States are not 
comparable the relations between individuals. The 
abstract approach leaves out of account the inequality 
of strength and power of States, an inequaiity wdiich 
reaches its extreme point in the condition of imperialism. 
If the sixty or so nominally sovereign States were all 
more or less equal homogenous units, it is conceivable 
that the common interest of the majority in any given 
case could be counted on to over-ride any attempted 
violence of one or a few. But in fact the overwhelming 
balance of force rests with the Great Powers; and there 
are only six imperialist Powers and one Socialist Power. 
In so small a grouping the question of any “collective” 
organisation of order takes on a far more doubtful and 
precarious character. If a single imperialist Powers 
breaks loose, and drawls another into alliance, the whole 
balance is tipped over and the fight for collective order 
is in danger of turning into a fight for rival alliances. 
In other words, in dealing wdth the imperialist Powers, 
who constitute the real problem of w^orld politics, we 
are dealing, not with an imaginary community of simple 
citizens whose problem is to establish the rudiments 
of law and order among themselves, but rather with 
a set; of double-crossing gangster kings, engaged in 
a ceaseless internecine conflict over their respective 
territories and spoils, To these the ideal proposals of 
“collective security” are of very doubtful relevance or 
interest save as a new trick on the game to score a 
point against a rival. 


Hence we need to beware of all abstract legalist 
illusions on the questions of collective security, Wo need 
to beware of the possibility that in a particular case the 
attempt may be made to turn the slogan of collective 
security into its opposite and make it tho cover for 
imperialist conflicts. This is especially important 
because the principle of collective security is commonly 
identified with the Covenant of the League of Nations. 
In general, these may be expected to march together 
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in the immediate future ; since, so long as the Soviet 
Union is a Permanent Member of the Council; no 
unaiiimous Council decision of a reactionary imperialist 
character could be taken, which could then be presented 
for enforcement in the name of collective 
security ” — the main danger inherent in the Covenant 
before the Soviet Union was a member. This danger 
still exists in the case of a dispute affecting the 
Soviet Union ; since unanimitj' on the Council apart 
from the parties involved in a dispute is sufficient 
to secure enforcement of any measures decided and 
this power could rest in the hands of the imperialist 
States on the Council, if they combined in a bloc 
to utilise the machinary unscrupulously, and in 
flagrant opposition to the facts of the case and the 
peaceful policy of the Soviet Union, against the 
Soviet Union. The contingency is, however, remote 
at present, especially so long as the Franco ^ 
Soviet Pact is valid. But the Covenant still contains 
a number of vicious and reactionary imperialist 
elements, such as Article 22 on Mandates ; by 
Article 15 it still leaves the way open lor "'private 
war ; the operation of the crucial articles for 
collective security, Articles 10, 15 and 16, is still 

extremely ambiguous, uncertain and hedged with 
legal snares (when China appealed under Article 10 
against the violation of its territorial integrity, it 
was decided that the rule of unanimity required the 
assent of the violator, Japan, to any decision ; the 
definite declaration of Article 16 that, in the event 
of any member State resorting to war, it shall 
ipso facto be deemed to have committed an act of 
war against all other members of the League, which 
hereby undertakes immediately to subject it to the 
severance of all trade or financial relations, ’’ has 
already been destroyed and robbed of its original 
meaning by the ax^plication of only partial and 
gradual economic sanctions against Italy). The rule 
of unanimity makes it possible for any imperialist 
or Fascist State on the Council, if not directly a 
party to a given dispute, to paralyse any effective 
decision for action and thus destroy the principle of 
collective security at the very moment when it is 
needed ( it is for this contigency that the Franco- 
Soviet Pact makes special provision). 



176 


World Politics^ 1918—1936 


In conseqnencje of all this, it is impossible to place 
any simple, legalist coufidenco in the working of 
the Govenant of the League of Nations as the 
automatic expression of the principal of collective 
security. It is necessary to beware of the snares 
of imperialist governmental pacifism which seeks to 
paralyse the mass struggle for peace by preaching 
confidence in the League of Nations. The forces of 
the struggle for peace cannot afford to place a blank 
cheque in the hands of any imperialist machinery, 
lest they become the pawns of imperialism, but 
require to determine independently at each point 
the line of the fight for collective security and for 
peace. 

This independence applies with particular importance 
to the working-class movement in each country, the 
representative of the future world order. The 
independent working-class struggle and the international 
united working-class front is the pivot of the struggle 
far peace. The world forces of the struggle in 
unity with the Soviet Union, will need to judge their 
line in each particular case and situation concretely 
according to the aims of the struggle for peace 
and against the war-makers. 


In the second place, it is necessary to remember 
that the principle of collective security can be no 
permanent solution fon the problem of the prevention 
of war. The principle of collective security operates 
to prevent recourse to war for the solution of disi>utes 
between States and to compel recourse to pacific 
means. What are the pacific means ? For all minor 
issues, for what are called “ justiciable ’’ issues, 
questions of fact or of the interpretation of treaties, 
plentiful means exist of an arbitral or judicial 
character, such as the World Court of International 
Justice established under the Covenant ( but not 
partieijiated in by the United States ) or the 
provisions under the Arbitration Treaties existing 
between many, countries. But for the major issues 
of conflict of imperialism, for the revision of treaties 
against the will of one set of signatories, for 
changes of frontiers, claims to territory, colonial 
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possessions or sphsfes of iuriiieiice, in sborfc, for 
tbs issaos of tlio ro-div'ision of tho world, there 
are in the final resort no pacifie means of settlement 
in a world of sovereign imperialist Powers ; for 
these issues are in reality reflections of the relations 
of power, and not of any abstract law or ‘'justice*' 
or * ‘equity’’ (as if one division of colonies could be 
more “just” than another, when all alike are founded 
on violent domination), and relations of pow^r can 
only be finally tested by war. No arbitral court can 
compel a sovereign State to surrender territory or 
revise a treaty against its will. Article 19 of the 
Covenant empowers the Assembly of the League of 
Nations to ‘‘advise reconsideration of treaties which 
have become inapplicable.’* Only in three cases has 
this article been invoked, by Bolivia, Peru and China ; 
in all three cases the issue was left untouched. If 
the Power in possession refuses change, and the 
challenging State is prevented from using the weapon 
or threat of war to compel change, there is no means 
of compelling change in the absence of a sovereign 
world authority. 


This line of argument is utilised by Fascism in 
order to attack the whole principle of collective 
security as the “perpetuation of the status quo.'* On 
this ground Fascism condemns collective security and 
proclaims the right of war as the necessary and 
inevitable weapon of change. It is obvious that this 
argument of Fascism can only have validity for those 
who accept the imperialist premise of the “right" of 
the expanding . imperialist Powders to obtain a major 
share of the domination of the world. It is perfectly 
true that the principle of collective securit37 does tend 
in practice to maintain the status quo, which is itself 
only the outcome of previous wars and victor treaties, 
i. e. to maintain a far from ideal state of aifairs. The 
Fascist “remedy" of war, however, would be worse 
than the disease. The positive value of collective security 
is not as a solution of the problems of imperialism, 
which from its nature it cannot attempt, but as a 
temporary method within the conditions of imperialism 
to delay the outbreak of war. The solution of the 
problems arising from' the existing division of the 
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world cannot be reached within imperialism; and the 
attempt to discover such a solution on the part of 
would-be supporters of peace only assists the war 
ojffensive. This question is further discussed in the next 
chapter. 

The difficulty in reality arises from regarding 
collective security as a possible permanent system of 
world organisation, which it could never be (i. e. from 
regarding the existing system of capitalist States as 
eternal), instead of as a temporary device against an 
immediate menace of war, pending the transition to a 
new world order. If the attempt were made to 
maintain the system of collective security, which in 
practice tends to hold fixed the existing relations of 
imperialism, as a permanent system of world organisation, 
then undoubtedly sooner or later the dynamic forces 
of expansion within imperialism would burst against it 
and overthrow if imperialism has not itself been 
overthrown before that point is reached. Collective 
security is no permanent solutioa of the problem 
of war, but at the best a temporary stop-gap 
against the immediate menace of war. 

Does this mean that the Fascist conclusion in 
favour of war as the supposed historically necessary 
means to realise the new division of the world is 
justified ? On the contrary. For the method of war, 
even in the far from certain event of it proving 
successful for the challenging Powers and leading to 
a new division, leads in turn by the same logic only 
to renewed battle once again for re-division. There 
is no solution along this road. Neither the artificial 
stabilisation of collective security, if conceived as a 
permanent system, nor the destructive path of Fascist 
war, can offer any solution for the world problems 
which give rise to war, because the conditions of 
imperialism exclude any solution. The final solution 
lies outside the conditions of imperialism, through 
unified world socialist organisation, alongside complete 
national liberation (as exemplified on a regional scale 
in the Soviet Union), thus eliminating the questions 
of the division of the world, of colonies, of frontiers 
ad expressions of power-groupings, of monopolies, of 
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raw materials, etc. Towards this final solution the 
mass struggle, led by the working class, against 
imperialism and against imperialist war, leads 
the way. The fight for collective security is only 
a temporary weapon in this struggle. 



CHAPTER VI 


The Issue of The New 
Division of The World 


tho ownorship of the world to bo siorcotypod by 
perpotual tenure in Uie hands of tlxoso who possess tho 
different territories to-day ? . . . Tho world continues 
to offer glittering prizes to thoso who hnvo stout arms 
and sharp swords, and it is therefore extremely 
iraprobalile that tho oxpex’ionce of future nations will 
differ in any material respect from that which has 
happened since the twilight of the human race/ 

Lord Birkenhead, Hectorial Address to 
Glasgow University, November 7th, 1923 

Since the close of the first world war for the 
re-division of the world, the post-war period has seen 
the continuous advance of imperialism, by its inner law 
of motion, to renewed battle for the new division of the 
world. 

To-day that advance has become a headlong race to 
war. All the States are arming for the battle on a scale 
that leaves 1914 in the shade, Japan and Italy have 
already taken the plunge and are engaged in wars of 
conquest. The third main driving force to war, Nazi 
Germany, is organising its entire strength for the future 
struggle. France is increasing its military forces. 
Britain is engaged on a new rearmament programme, 
The United states is pressing forward military, naval 
and air preparedness. The Soviet Union, which alone 
of the Powers holds no colonies or subject territories, 
and has no territorial ambitions, but is surrounded by 
the open aggressive aims of expansions of Nazi Germany 
and Japan on either side, is compelled to increase its 
armaments for defence. 

For what are the imperialist Powers arming ? For 
what are they already, in the case of Italy and Japan 
to-day, sending their sons to the slaughter ? For 
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‘^defence’' 1 The open propaganda of the war-making 
Powers denies it and proclaims without concealment 
the aim as the need for ‘‘expansion/’ The logic of the 
pacifists riddles the paradox of such a simultaneous 
arming for “defence.” But the logic of pacifism does 
not affect the real logic of imperialism. The imperialist 
Powers are arming for the battle for the new division of 
the world. 

1. The Theory of the ^*Haves’* and the ‘*Have--Nots'’ 

After a long period of illusions that the settlement at 
the close of the last war had established a final settlement 
for a war-weary w'orld, to-day the issue of the new 
division of the world has forced its way to the front of 
general consciousness and become a burning issue of 
discussion. On all sides the “inequality” of the existing 
division of wealth, material resources and colonies 
between the Powers is discussed, and proposals are put 
forward, in a spirit of enlightened statesmanship, for 
considering a possible “re-distribution” of colonies or of 
colonial ‘^mandates” or of supplies of raw materials, 
Hitler, Mussolini and General Araki on one side of the 
frontier, and the British Foreign Secretary, and 
Archbishop of York and Mr. Lansbury on the other, 
join in the chorus. In the existing ‘‘inequality’* of 
division is found the true cause of world conflicts and 
of the drive to war, and the solution is sought in projects 
for a peaceful “revision” and “re-distribution.” 

Thus is developed the current fashionable theor}’’ of 
imperialist war, w’hich is used in fact to justify and 
rationalise the drive to war, the theory of the “Haves” 
and the “Have-Nots.” It should, perhaps, be explained 
to unsophisticated readers that in this current bourgeois 
theory the “Haves” and the “Have-Nots’’ are not 
of course the bourgeoisie and the proletariat ; the 
“Have-Nots’’ are the German, Italian and Japanese 
millionaires. 

This theory contains a dangerous half-truth, and 
conceals the real dynamic of imperialism as a whole. 
It is dangerous and misleading in practice, as any 
substitute for an adequate theory of imperialism, for 
four main reasons. 
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First, because it serves in practice as the apologetic 
for the Fascist drive to war, concealing the real 
class-issues underlj’ing the difficulties and distress in the 
Fascist countries, and the drive to expansion, and 
diverting attention solely to supposed external causes. 

Second, because it presents the most highly armed 
and predatory modern imperialist systems, British and 
American imperialism, as innocent peace-seeking forces 
in the world. 

Third, because it raises reformist illusions of a 
peaceful solution of imperialist antagonisms by some 
form of re-distribution of colonies, internationalising of 
access to raw materials, etc. 

Fourth, because the whole theory is built on the 
vicious imperialist assumption of the necessity and 
permanence of the subjection and exploitation of the 
colonial peoples, and finds the ‘'injustice’’ and source 
of conflict only in the non-possession of colonies by 
certain Powers, not in the colonial system itself. 

It will therefore be worth while to examine a little 
more fully this theory, in relation to the real character 
of the imperialist drive for expansion and for the 
new division of the world, before coming to a study of 
the main arenas of conflict and the main forces at 
present driving to war. 

The theory of the Haves ” and the Have-Nots,’’ or 
of the "satisfied” and "unsatisfied” Powers, is in itself 
no new one, and indeed, stated thus abstractly, has 
been the permanent commonplace of diplomacy, 
Bismarck long ago made the distinction between 
“satiated” and "unsatiated” States. A typical 
modern statement may be taken from the American 
work. The Great Powers in World Politics^ by F. H. 
Simonds and Brooks Emeny (New York, 1935)* which 
contains an invaluable study of the relative resources 
of the leading Powers : 

"Among the various Great Powers there exists a 

primary distinction which exercises a decisive 
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influence in determining the character of their 
foreign policies. .The Great Powers are divided 
into those who possess and those who seek to 
possess. Accordingly, the controlling purpose of the 
former must be to defend advantages already 
acquired, and of the latter to acquire similar 
advantages. The national policies of the first group 
will therefore be static, and those of the second 
group dynamic. 

‘‘Whether the policy of a State is static or 
dynamic will necessarily depend upon its physical 
circumstances from which are derived the basic 
factors of t!iat policy, the geographic, the economic, 
and the demographic. In a %vord, the key to the 
policy of a State must be sought in the position of 
its land, the extent and nature of its material 
resources, and the economic and ethnic circumstances 
of its people . - . . 

‘‘To pursue its national policies successfully, a 
dynamic Power has no other choice but an appeal 
to force. To build a bridge betw^een the static and 
dynamic Powders and thus to establish a condition 
of actual peace, it would be necessary to bring 
about some compromise between the rights of the 
former and the claims of the latter.... In the 
absence of any such compromise, partnership 
between the static and dynamic Po^vers would 
obviously amount to a combination of the Haves 
and the Have-Nots which would keep the former 
for ever rich and the latter eternally poor. Such a 
bargain being cleax*ly out of the question, the only 
alternative is an alliance of the Haves to impose 
the status quo upon the Have-Nots permanently by 
means of their superior strength. But here again 
the partnership of the Haves would be possible 
only on the basis of parity. , . . 

“Actually it is not because people are wise or 
stupid, educated or illiterate, good or bad, that 
their national policies are static or dynamic. Nor 
is it because their skins are white or yellow, or their 
language English, French, German or Italian. Even 
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forms of government, whether deraooratie, Fascist 
or Communist, have little to do with the question, 
although they may dictate the spirit in which 
national policies are pursued . . . , 

‘‘What counts is whether peoples live on islands 
or continents; whether their countries are situated 
in Europe, Asia or America; whether they have, 
natural resources to supply their industry and 
food supplies to feed their populations.’' 

A similar line can be traced in all current political 
expression. In the period of sharpened imperialist 
battle for the possession of the world, the old divine, 
semi-divine, abstractly political or Liberal idealist 
theories of history and policy (which still dominated 
the ideology accompanying the war of 1914) are flung 
overboard as obviously untenable, and replaced by a 
crude physical economic-geographical materialism, 
which still conceals the real dynamic of class-forces 
and property relations underlying imijerialism, and 
endeavours to present imperialism as an expression of 
eternal “natural" law^s. This theory in turn leads to 
full sympathy for the Fascist expansionist war 
drive. Thus we find Lord Esher declaring in the House 
of Lords on May 1st, 1935 : 

“Germany and Japan were expanding and 
dynamic nations, very much the same as England 
had been for a hundred years, and wc ought 
thoroughly to understand their point of view. The 
failure of the League, or the Great Powers in the 
League, to deal with those expanding and dynamic 
nations had forced them out of the League. The 
result was that they had got the satiated Powers 
in the League and the hungry Powers outside, so 
that the League became really not a League at all, 
but an alliance of those nations who were satisfied 
with their position against those nations who w'ero 
not satisfied with their position, Our interest was 
to belong to a genuine League and not to an 
alliance." 

The theory spreads its poison to the upper circles of 
the Labour movement. Thus at the time of the 
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Japanese aggression on Manchuria and bombardment 
of Shanghai we lind a former Labour Government 
Minister, H. B. Lees-Smith, expressing his sympathy 
for Japan (in a speech at Wellingborough on March 
IPth, 1932).: 

Japan bad an undoubted case against the rest 
of the world, which we must now admit. She could 
not support her population without foreign trade, 
which would bring her the food and raw' materials 
without which vshe could not live. How was Japan 
to live? She was desperate. If we were in her 
position we should not die quietly, but we should 
undoubtedly burst out somewhere, as she had 
done in Manchuria and Shanghai.” 

Similarly, T)r. Salter, seconding the Labour motion for 
an international conference on ‘‘access to raw materials 
and to markets,” quoted Sir Thomas Hollanrrs 
well-known analysis of the distribution of twenty-five 
indispensable primary commodities, of which the 
British Empire had adequate supplies of eighteen finrl 
none of only five, whereas Japan had none of seventeen, 
Germany had none of nineteen and Italy had none of 
twenty-one (he forgot to add that France also had 
none of nineteen), and continued : 

“If those facts were even approximately correct it 
meant that there was a group of nations which 
might legitimately describe themselves as the 
‘Have-Nots’ of the world. It could not be expected 
in these times that virile, enterprising and spirited 
nations like those were likely to sit down quietly 
and accept the situation, to bo restricted in 
self-development, and to be deprived of the actual 
necessaries of modern civilised life, while many of 
their people were actually semi-starving.’’ 

It will be seen that this Labour representative, in his 
eagerness for justice for such “virile, enterprising and 
spirited nations” as Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy and 
Fascist-militarist Japan, has transposed the conception 
of “Have-Nots” from the dispossessed workers of all 
imperialist countries, and not least of the British 
Empire (“many actually semi-starving”), whom it 
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was his duty to represent, to the rich and powerful 
imperialist groups of the Fascist war-making States, 
whose spokesman this ultra-paoitist has allowed himself 
to become. 

An attempt to correct this too crude formulation of 
“Haves” and “Have-Nots*' into a vaguer formulation 
of “satisfied^' and ‘‘dissatisfied*’ Powers was made by 
Dr. 6. P. Gooch in an address to the Historical 
Association in London on January 4th, 1936, on 
“British Foreign Policy Since the War”: 

“This country came out of the war absolutely 
satisfied with what it had got. After the 
conquest of the Sudan in 1898 and of the Boer 
Republics in 1902 we said, and meant, that we 
were satiated, in the sense that we had everything 
we wanted in the world. That v/as still truer in 
1918 when we came out of the war with an 
enormous addition of colonial possessions.” 

There is obviously a bitch in the theory here. 
Britain is presented as “satiated'’ in 1902, only to 
reappear as with sufficient appetite to absorb “an 
enormous addition of colonial possessions” in 1918, 
and is then presented anew as “absolutely satisfied” 
(no doubt until the next “enormous addition of 
colonial possessions”). Innocent of the contradiction, 
Dr. Gooch proceeds with his classification: 

“The main cause of all the trouble since the war 
and of all the trouble in the world to-day was the 
sharp antagonism between the satisfied and the 
dissatisfied Powers. He did not like the common 
phrase, “the Haves and the Have-Nots.” Germany 
was a “Have-Not” for the time being, but could 
Japan be properly described as a “Have-Not”? The 
phrase, “the Haves and the Have-Nots” was much 
too popular to be correct, let alone scientific. It 
was much simpler and more correct to speak of the 
satisfied and dissatisfied Powers. 

“The satisfied Powers were Britain, France, the 
United States and Russia. On the other side were 
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the three dissatisfied Powers — Japan, Italy and 
Germany. The satisfied Powers naturally desired the 
maintenance of the siatus (juo or its minimum 
disturbance; and the dissatisfied Powers inevitably 
desired, if not indeed to restore the old status quo, 
at any rate to modify the new status quo, to their 
own advantage, by diplomacy or perhaps by war. 
The main object of British foreign policy since the 
war had been the maintenance of peace, not merely 
because we loved peace and hated war, but also 
because we -were utterly and absolutely satisfied 
with our possessions and our position in the world."’ 


It will be seen from these and similar quotations, 
which could be paralleled at the present day from all 
sides and from widely differing schools of thought, 
that the conception of the struggle for the now division 
of the world is to day openly recognised in all current 
expression as the pivot of world politics. But while 
the immediate superficial facts thus compel recognition, 
and in particular the openly aggressive expansionist 
role of Japan, Italy and Germany forces itself on the 
attention of all as the key problem, the situation is 
still commonly presented in such a 'vvay as to conceal 
the real driving forces of imperialism and of 
imperialist contradictions, and in consequence to 
give rise to illusory conceptions of the path of 
solution. 


The imperialist drive to expansion is presented as 
the reflection of natural disabilities, lack of space, 
land, resources, raw materials, etc,, resulting in 
“over-population” and "‘semi-starvation’* of the 
inhabitants of the country in question, *and leading 
them to "burst out somewhere” (in Mr, Less-Smith’s 
phrase). These natural and physical disabilities, 
resulting from the existing division of the w'orld, 
are regarded as the source of the drive to expansion 
and to w^ar on the part of the "Have-Not” Powders, as 
the permanent factors governing the foreign policy of 
every State, whatever its regime, and as the consequent 
subject-matter of the real problems of world 
politics. 
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It does not require prolonged examination to see 
that this approach is not only inadequate and one- 
sided, owing to the attempt to isolate the physical 
economic factors from the historical structure of 
productive relations and the actual class-system of 
the given country", but also in consequence fails to 
correspond to the plain facts of world politics. For, 
curiously enough, this reasoning is always applied 
only to the Great Powers which can make their 
voices heard and use military means to challenge 
the existing division and enforce their claims to such 
resources as they lack, and never to the small 
countries, whose lack of the same resources may be 
very much greater, but which have to manage as 
best they can. If lack of the twenty-five indispen- 
sable primary commodities were the decisive cause 
of revisionist and expansionist policies, then the small 
States would be the leading revisionist and expansionist 
States, instead of being, as they are at present, the 
most faithful pillars of collective security in the 
capitalist world. Similarly, if relative ‘‘over-population’' 
in the sense of extreme density of the population 
to the arable area and extreme low standards of living 
were the natural cause of the drive to expansion, 
then India, China and Java would be the great 
expansionist Powers of the world. It follows that 
this theory is not, as it falsely presents itself, a 
theory of States and peoples in general and their 
economic needs, but solely a theory of imperialist 
Powers and their needs on the basis of their role as 
imperialist Powers. 

In other words, the “necessity of expansion," 
the ‘‘ inevitable drive to expansion " is relative to 
the existing social order in the State in question. 
This is most sharply brought out by the contrast between 
tihe expansionist policy of Tsarist Russia, an imperialist 
Power, and the peace policy of the Soviet Union, a 
socialist Power, although the Soviet Union occupies 
a more restricted geographical area than Tsarist Russia 
did. Owing to its superior social system, the Soviet 
Union is able to develop its area with immeasurably 
greater eif iciency than Tsarist Russia, and to ensure 
continuously rising standards of life for its 
inhabitants without need of expansionist policies. 
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The old expansionist policies of Tsarist Russia^ the 
drive for Constantinople, which was maintained also 
under Miliukov and under Kerensky right to the 
Bolshevik Revolution, used to be explained by the 
theorists of the pseudo-scientific school of imperialism 
as the ‘-inevitable expression of Russia’s 
“geographical ’’ need of iee-free access to the sea. 
What has happened to that theory to-day ? To-day 
the same theorists coolly explain the peace policy 
of the Soviet Union by declaring that “Russia’’ 

( with a more restricted area than the old Tsarist 
Empire ) obviously^ belongs to the “satisfied ” Powers. 
Thus on the night of November 7th, 1917, in the 
transition from Kerensky to the Soviet regime, Russia 
changed from a “dissatisfied” to a “ satisfied ” Power, 
and yet “forms of government, whether democratic. 
Fascist or Communist, have little todowdth the question” 
(Simonds and Emony in the quotation already given 
above ). A brilliant theory ! To add to the confusion, 
it may be noted that a few years ago, when the 
Soviet Union, following the line of Rapallo, gave 
diplomatic support to democratic -republican Germany 
against the Versailles domination, and was in 
consequence commonly counted in the “ revisionist” 
bloc with Germany and Italy ( see, for example, De 
Balia, The New Balance of Power in Europe, 1932), 
this was explained by these same theorists on the 
grounds that the Soviet Union was a dissatisfied” 
Power in opposition to the status quo ( “ Since the 
Entente victory and the peace settlements of 1919, 
the new victors have become status quo States, and 
the- vanquished are now ‘ revisionist,’ i.e. revancJiarde, 
in their policies ; the coalition of France, Belgium, 
Poland and the little Entente confronts a still 

inchoate coalition of Germany, Austria, Hungary 

and Bulgaria, with the U.S.S.R. and Italy lending 
occasional support to the revisionist group” — Schuman, 
International Politics, 1933, p. 510). To-day, when in the 
face of the Fascist war offensive of Gei'many, Japan and 
Italy, the Soviet Union gives support to the line 
of collective security against the war offensive, this 
is explained on the grounds that the Soviet Union 
is a “satisfied” Power. It is unnecessary to 

follow further the confusions and self-contradictions 
of these theories of the apologists of imperialism. 
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The foreign' policy of a given Slate is a f unction of 
its inner system of dass-relatlons, and not vice versa. 
The existing contiict between the imi)erialiBt Powers 
in possession and the ‘‘dynamic’' or challenging 
imperialist Powers cannot he understood exccjit in 
relation to the dynamic of imperialism as a whole and 
its drive for expansion, which leads to the present 
insolnble problems and contradictions of intcrimperialist 
relations. The foreign policies and the wars of the 
capitalist States can be traced through three main 
stages, corresponding to the stages of capitalist 
development. 

First, the epoch of mercantile capitalism, when 
the early capitalist forms were still breaking through 
the bonds of feudalism, when capitalist trading 
preceded the capitalist organisation of production, 
and the home market was still undeveloped; the 
wars of this period were mainly wars to overthrow 
the old feudal, local barriers and establish centralised 
States, or wars of colonial conquest, for trade and 
plunder, laying the foundations of early capitalist 
accumulation. 

Second, the epoch of industrial capitalism, when 
the colonies were regarded as of doubtful practical 
value; capitalist production was organised, the home 
market was developed, and the mass production of 
cheap goods broke down all barriers; the wars of 
this period were in the main wars to establish the 
modern nation-States or areas of the home market, 
or exceptional colonial wars to break down special 
barriers to the free entry of goods, as in the British 
Opium Wars on China. 

Third, the epoch of imperialism or monopoly- 
capitalism, when the colonial question becomes the 
central question of foreign politics and war, since 
each monopolist grouping strives to secure exclusive 
domination of the maximum area of exploitation, for 
the control of raw materials and markets, and for 
the export of capital. The continuous accumulation 
of capital seeking outlet, and expansion of productive 
power, and the limitations of consumption within the 
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conditions of capitalist class- relations, with the 
consequent recurrent menace of depression and a 
falling rate of profit, lead to a continuous drive to 
expansion foi' new areas to open up and exploit, both 
as a market for the export of capital and for the 
accompanying export of goods, mainly production 
goods, raiiwaj^s, etc., and to a lesser extent 
consumption goods, and drawing in return raw materials 
extracted from the native population which is compelled 
by all manner of coercive means of the State power to 
labour for starvation prices. This whole process leads 
to the realisation of imperialist ‘'super-profits’' or a 
higher rate of profit on the basis of colonial 
exploitation, and the corresponding development of the 
whole social structure of the metropolitan country on 
this basis. The accelerating advance of this process of 
expansion leads to the rapid division of the whole 
available world between the handful of imperialist Powx*rs. 
Then, in the era of fully developed imperialism, begins 
the battle for the re»division of the world between 
the rising monopolist groups whose possessions do not 
correspond to their potential rate of expansion, and 
the monopolist '-roups already in possession of the 
maximum areas and subject populations. This struggle 
constitutes the theme of modern imperialist war, of 
which the first roTind began in 1914, and the second 
round threatens to-day. 


This ceaseless and perpetually renewed struggle 
develops continuously out of the conditions of 
imperialism. The particular expression of this conflict 
at any given stage, the struggle between the so-called 
^‘satisfied*^ and ^Ulissatified^' imperialist Powers, between 
the so-called ^‘Bave^^ and ^‘Havc-Nof^ pcn/jcrs, is only 
the reflection of ike law of the inequality of capitalist 
development, and contimiously arises anew out of each 
new ^^soluiion"" The Liberal pacifist theories of a 
peaceful solution of this struggle within the 
conditions, of imperialism by a re-distribution 
of colonies, international control of colonies, 
freedom of access to raw materials, etc., arise from 
a failure to understand the workings of imperialism, 
and represent in the end the basically false 
assumption of the possibility of a static relation of 
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forces between rival monopolist groupings of capital 
developing at different rates, with different degrees, 
of development of the productive forces, etc. In 
particular, they fail to understand the purpose of 
the colonial policy of imperialism, and break dowui 
because they endeavour to apply the conceptions 
of industrial capitalism, of freedom of buying and 
selling, to the conditions of imperialism or monopoly- 
capitalism, whose essential character is the striving 
for exclusive domination of a given area of 
exploitation. This question it will be necessary to 
examine further in the next section. 

What of the imperialist Powers in possession who 
find themselves confronted with the attack of the 
challenging Powers ? Are they to be regarded as 
‘‘ satiated and therefore basically and permanently 

pacific Powers ? This is the theory of the 
apologists of British imperialism. ^ But this theory 
fails to take into account that no imperialism is 
ever satiated ; the drive to expansion is ceaseless, 
if the possibilities are present. The simplest proof 
of this is the rule of British imperialism before and 

1 This theory of the “pooific ** rolo of British imperialism 
has also spread its poison in tho upper strata of the Labour 
movement. Thus we find in the Labour College publication 
Why War? I 

“ The difference between the * peace group ’ of nations 
and the ‘ war group * is tho difference between satisfied 
and unsatisfied countries. Franco and Britain ai*o well 
provided with colonies and could not gain much by a 
war..****— So, naturally, thoroforo, Britain is more honestly 
in favour of disarmament than other countries” (p. 36 ). 

Britain’s “ honest ” support of disarmament in contrast to 
*♦ other countries ” was no doubt exomplifiod in the British 
rejection of all the Soviet Union’s disarmament proposals, and 
in the Lord Londonderiy’s famous boast of his succcasful 
fight to prevent tho abolition of air-bombing. This supposedly 
“ Labour ” view, issued with the official impiunt of the 
National Council of Labour Colleges, is more favourable 
to British imperialism than tho view of one of ho members 
of tho British Delegation to the Disarmament Conference, 
Mrs. Corbett Ashby ( in the ManckesUr Guardian, March I2th 
1935 ): 

« It is my considered opinion that the British Govern- 
ment carries the main responsibility for having wrecked 
the Disarmament Conference,” 
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after 1914. The same argument that is to-day 

presented that British imperialism is “ satiated and 
therefore pacific was already presented with no 
less show of justification before 1914. We may 
compare the statement of Dr. Gooch in the quotation 
already given above that in the decade before 1914 
we were satiated, in the sense that we had every- 
thing we wanted in the \vorld, This did not prevent 
British imperialism busily scheming during that decade 
to extend its influence in Persia and the Middle 
East, conducting military operations in Somaliland 

and Tibet, pressing forward policies of partition and 
joint spoliation in China, preparing witli extreme 
diplomatic skill the war against German imperialism, 
and crowning its victory in that ivar by absorbing 
another two million square miles of territory, A 
satiated ” imperialism is thus fully capable of 
carrying forward further expansion and organising 

new war. The only difierenee in the position of 
British imperialism, representing the Powers in 
possession, is that its problems of defending its already 
enormous possessions are more complicated, that any 
new war is therefore more hazardous for it and only 
to be undertaken with extreme care and preparation 
under conditions guaranteeing victory, failing which 
it will tip the balance for peace in a given situation, 
and that the type of war it is likely to organise, 
apart from minor colonial wars, will rather be a war 
of coalition to strike down a rising rival or menace 
before that menace is too strong. This is the maximum 
measure of the ** pacific role of British imperialism. 
But an old tiger in danger of losing its supremacy, 
though walking warily, may be all the more dangerous 
in the moment of launching battle. This German 
imperialism learned in 1914. The lesson may be learnt 
anew in a fresh context in the future, and may 
prove startling to those innocents who have swallowed 
the illusion of the tiger turned pacifist. 


1. Since writing the above, there has occurred, in connection 
with the British rearmament programme, the declaration of 
the Bishop of London in the House of Lords debate on 
March 11th, 1936 : 
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2. Pro^osaU For the Peaceful Re-division Of Colonies 
or of Colonial Raw Ilaterials 

One of the most ominous signs of the near 
approach of renewed imperialist battle for the 
re-division of the world is the appearance in all 
quarters, including official quarters, of proposals for 
a peaceful settlement of the issues in conflict by an 
agreed partial re-distribution of colonial possessions. 
These proposals may be made in al! sincerity to 
avert the impending conflict, not only in Liberal 
idealist quarters, where visions are entertained of 
some kind of international unification of imperialism 
on a new basis (an “international mandate system’’ 
for all colonies, or “a world consortium, a federal 
board for the direction of world production and 
trade,” as recently proposed by H. G. Wells), but 
also to a certain extent in a given situation in 
official quarters, where the more limited proposals 
made (international inquiry into the distribution of 
raw materials, or partial reallotting of colonial 
mandates) represent tentative suggestions of minor 
concessions from the Powers in possession to the 
challenging Powers in order to forestall a major 
attack. But these proposals bear and can bear no 
relation to the real measure of the issues in conflict, 
since no imperialist Power in possession will suffer 
a major loss without a struggle. In consequence, 
the significance of these proposals and these 
discussions which fill the air to-day, is rather as a 
barometer of the gathering intensity of the issues of 
the new division of the world. 

On the eve of 1914 negotiations were entered into 
between Britain and Germany for colonial re-division, 
and brought near to completion. In August 1913 an 
agreement was initialled between Britain and Germany 
for the cession of the Portuguese colonies in Africa 

“When he was in China, they used to say that England 
was a tiger which had lost its teeth. Well, let us give the 
tiger a new sot.” 

Well said, most Christian Bishop ! That is at least more 
honest than the language of the majority of clerics, and ihe 
authentic voice of British imperialism. 
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(Angola, Mozambique, San Thome and Principe) to 
Germany. In June 1914 a convention was initialled 
between Britain and Germany with regard to the 
projected Bagdad railway and the joint exploitation 
of Mesopotamia. All this did not prevent the outbreak 
of the war, reflecting the dominant imperialist 
antagonisms in all spheres, in August 1914. 

To-day once again the talk is of colonial re-division 
or of a “more equitable” distribution of colonial 
mandates or of colonial raw materials. The ball was 
set rolling by the speech of the Britisli Foreign 
Secretary, Sir Samuel Hoare, at Geneva in September 
1935. The words of the declaration are sufficiently 
important to note: 

“I will take as an example the problem of the 
world’s economic resources and the possibility of 
making better use of them in the future. 
Abundant supplies of raw materials appear to 
give peculiar advantage to the countries possessing 
them. It is easy to exaggerate the decisive 
character of such an advantage, for there are 
countries which, having little or no natural 
abundance, have yet made themselves prosperous 
and powerful by industry and trade. 

“Yet the fact remains that some countries, 
either in their native soil or in their colonial 
territories, do possess what appear to be 
preponderant advantages; and that others, less 
favoured, view the situation with anxiety. Especially 
as regards colonial raw materials, it is not 
unnatural that such a state of affairs should give 
rise to fear lest exclusive monopolies be set up 
at the expense of those countries that do not 
possess colonial empires. 

“As the question is caiising discontent and 
anxiety, the wise course is to investigate it, to 
see what the proposals are for dealing with it, 
to see what is the real scope of the trouble, and 
if the trouble is substantial, to try to remove 
it. The view of His Majesty’s Government is that 
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the problem is economic rather than political 
and territorial. It is the fear of monopoly— of 
the withholding of essential colonial raw materials — 
that is causing alarm. 

“It is the desire for a guarantee that the 
distribution of raw materials will not be unfairly 
impeded thfit is stimulating the demand for 
further inquiry, So far as His Majesty's Government 
is concerned, I feel sure that we should be 
ready to take our share in an investigation of 
these matters. 

“My impression is that there is no question in 
present circumstances of any colony withholding 
its raw materials from any prospective purchaser. 
On the contrary, the trouble is that they cannot 
be sold at remunerative prices. This side of the 
question was investigated with concrete results 
by a Commission of the Monetary and Economic 
Conference which met in London in 1933. Its 
work was directed primarily towards raising 

wholesale prices to a reasonable level through the 
co-ordination of production and marketing; 

but one of the stipulations of such 

action was that it should be fair to all parties, 
both producers and consumers, that it should 
not aim at discriminating against a particular 
country, and that it should, as far as possible, 
be worked with the willing co-operation of 

consuming interests in importing countries. 

“This precedent may indicate a suitable line of 
approach to an inquiry which should be limited 
in this case to raw materials from colonial areas, 
including protectorates , and mandated territories. 
I suggest that the emphasis in the terms of 
reference should fall upon free distribution of 
such raw materials among the industrial countries 
which require them, so that all fear of exclusion 
or monopoly may be removed once and for all. 

“The Government that I represent will, I Imow, 
be prepared to take its share in any collective 
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attempt to deal in a fair and effective way with 
a problem that is certainly troubling many 
people at present and may trouble them even 
more in the future. Obviousl}’, however, such an 
inquiry needs calm and dispassionate consideration, 
and calm and dispassionate consideration is 
impossible in an atmosphere of war and threateuings 
of war/’ 

Sir Samuel Hoare, speech in the Leagtie of Nations 
Assembly, September 11th, l93o) 

It is difficult to refrain from commenting in 
detail on this extremely rich specimen of modern 
monopolist expression, every sentence of which 
deserves its comment; but it is necessary first to 
examine further the general line of approach to 
these issues before coming to the particular proposals 
voiced by Sir Samuel Hoare. 

While the Hoare speech officially opened the 
issue, it had already been widely broached in semi- 
official expression around this time, coinciding with 
the Italian advance to war on Abyssinia. In August 
1935. The Times reported from its Paris 
correspondent: 

‘‘The colonial problem will be the next great 
question to be faced in Europe. It lies at the 
bottom of the Italian adventure, and it may be 
found at the head of the next list of German 
demands. Here as in England there are thoughtful 
people who think that revision of the distribution 
of colonies is inevitable sooner or later, and that 
the sooner the fact is frankly faced the easier 
and less costly revision will be/’ 

(The Times, August 21st, 1935) 

In September 1935 the Archbishop of York gave a 
broadcast address in which he said: 

‘"Before there w^as any thought of a League of 
Nations we had ourselves occupied a great part 
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of the earth and the supply of raw materials . . 
If we now say to those who have need of 
expansion, ‘In the name of love and brotherliood— 
hands off !’ we shall be convicted of gross 
hypocrisy. If we really believe in the community 
of nations we must be ready, and obviously 
ready, to start the work of arranging for 
the nations which lack outlet the means of 
satisfying their need. It will be far the most 
difficult problem ever attempted by human 
statesmanship. The need for sacrifice of all 
acquisitiveness, the rights of inhabitants in the 
lands affected, and a host of others factors will 
render that problem insoluble except to those 
who approach it in real good will. Yet we must 
be ready to try. The League must stand for 
equity as well as law. ’’ 

( Archbishop of York, broadcast address, 
September 1st, 1935 ) 

In September 1935 the Trades Union Congress 
passed a resolution, later adopted also by the Labour 
Party Conference, declaring : 

We call upon the British Government to urge 
the League of Nations to summon a World Economic 
Conference and to place upon its agenda the 
international control of the sources of supply of 
raw materials, with the application of the 
principle of equality of opportunity to all nations 
in the undeveloped regions of the earth/’ 

(Resolution of the National Labour Council, 
adopted by the Trades Union Congress in ^ 
September 1935, and by the Labour Party 

Conference in October 1955 ) 

In October 1935 the National Peace Council held 
a widely attended conference on Peace and the 
Colonial Problem ” at which addresses on the question 
of colonial revision to meet the demands of the 
dissatisfied imperialist Powers, extension of the 
mandate system, etc., were given by Sir Arthur 
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Salter, Lord Lothian, Professor Stanley Jevons isnd 
others. 

What lay behind this sudden outburst during 
September and October 1935, of diplomatic, Christian, 
pacifist, Liberal and •Labour feeling on the question 
of colonial re-distribution and justice ” for the 
dispossessed imperialist Powers, Germany, Italy 
and Japan ? The answer was only too plain to view. 
The answer lay in the Italian preparations of wars 
for the conquest of Abyssinia, with the background 
of the Japanese war offensive and the German war 
preparations and colonial demands. The tanks and 
bombing planes of Italy, Germany and Japan had 
produced this passion for justice ’’ is so many 
Christian and pacifist breasts. 

The conception of Injustice,*’ however, on this 
colonial issue was and remains a curious one. 
All the outbursts of pacifist sympathy were for the 
highly armed imperialist Powers who had been so 
cruelly deprived of their fair share of colonial spoils 
or of the raw materials extracted with blood and 
tears from the forced and sweated labour of the 
colonial peoples. The subjection of the colonial 
peoples to the imperialist exploiters was taken for 
granted as a natural dispensation of Providence. 

Justice ” consisted in re-arranging the booty. In 
studying the proceedings of the National Peace Council’s 
well-intentioned conference on Peace and the 
Colonial Problem. ” in surveying the enlightened and 
philanthropic pleas of the highly placed speakers for 
sympathy for the poor “ Have-Nut ” Powers 
deprived of colonies, it is impossible to fail to be 
remainded of the child who, on being shown the picture 
of the Christians Thrown to the Lions, was full of 
sympathy for the lion who had not got a 

Christian.” 

It is worth noting, however that at this conference 
of the National Peace Council on Peace and the 
Colonial Problem ” one voice of the African peoples 
themselves broke into the general discussion. Mr. 
Arnold Ward of Barbados said ; 
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In ray humble opinion I think that the 
conference is simply anxious to satisfy the 
European nations. The native populations are not 
taken into account. This conference is simply trou- 
blous about a sort of a peace among the well- armed 
and developed nations of tlje world, because in 
talking about raw materials and about migration and 
about the transfer of the countries, it seems that the 
peole of these particular countries are absolutely 
ignored. They have no voice in the transfer of 
their countries, no voice in the selling of their raw 
materials though they have to produce them. No 
one suggests that the inhabitant of these countries 
should be consulted. Wo would like to ask Sir 
Arthur Salter if he has any proof whatsoever that 
these black people are not capable of governing 
themselves. If he says they are not capable of 
doing so in the interests of British capitalists, 
then I should say he is quite right, but if he says 
they are not capable of governing themselves in the 
interests of their own people, I should say he was 
quite wrong.’’ 

This speech was suitably ignored by siibsoquent 
speakers. It will remain as a treasure from that 
conference, after the contributions of the distinguished 
experts have passed into oblivion. Parallel to tliis 
voice of the people who are the subject-matter of the 
“colonial problem,"’ let us set down the blunt statement 
of the representative of the Soviet Union at Geneva in 
September 1935, at the same’ time as Hoare’s speech : 


^‘The Soviet Government is in principle opposed 
to the system of colonies, to the policy of spheres 
of influence, and to anything pertaining to 
imperialist aims.” 

The discussions and the proposals for a peaceful 
re-distribution of colonies or of colonial advantages 
can reach no solution, because their basis is false, 
because they are in fact only the expression of a 
thieves’ fight over spoils, and “there is no honour 
among thieves.’* The truth of this stands out the 
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more clearly the more the concrete problems are 
examined* For, even assuming the basis of the 
‘‘practical” experts who fear to be what they call 
“Utopian” (i.e. to build on the real force of the 
rising colonial liberation movements as the ultimately 
stronger force than imperialism), and who end in 
consequence by being really Utopian (i.e. imagining 
the harmonious reconciliation of the contradictions of 
imperialism), assuming their basis of the supposed 
“necessity*’ of the imperialist exploitation of the colonial 
peoples, what possibility do their proposals offer of a 
solution of the colonial antagonisms of imperialism ? 

In order to answer this question it is necessary to 
ask : for what does imperialism require colonies ? 

The answers to this question in current imperialist 
discussion show extreme confusion. We may leave out 
of account the “morar* and “civilising” types of 
theory of the imperialist role, since it is unlikely that 
the imperialist Powers would engage in w'ar to 
destruction through eagerness to compete in a “moral” 
and “civilising” role. Apart from these, four main 
tjj'pes of theory of the colonial policy of imperialism 
may be distinguished in current imperialist expression. 

The first (still current in Fascist and reactionary 
circles which prefer to throw a veil over the material 
aims of colonial policy) is the old-fashioned racial 
theory of the natural destiny of the “white” race to 
rule over other races, theory of the “white main’s 
burden” (shouldered to-day with singular success by 
the Japanese “yellow man”) which still found an echo 
in Hitler's speech at Munich in January 1936 : 

“The white race is destined to rule. It has the 
unconscious urge to rule .... When the white race 
abandons the foundations of its rule over the 
world it will lose that rule. It is a rule which is 
the basis of the European economic structure.” 

(Hitler, speech at Munich on January 27th, 1936) 

It is obvious that this extremely confused explanation is 
no theory, but only an expression of the imperialist drive 
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to domination. The racial theory had in' practice to be 
abandoned even by its exponents from the moment 
that the Japanese social structure reached the stage of 
monopoly- capitalism, and the colonial policy of 
Japanese imperialism enforced recognition for itself on 
the same basis as that of every other imperialism. 

The second still current imperialist theory of colonial 
policy is the theory of over-population” and the need 
of colonies as ‘‘outlets” for the teeming home 
populations. The Fascists, militarists and imperialists 
V7ill in alternate speeches deplore the falling rate of 
population growth in their respective countries, and 
call for energetic measures to accelerate by every 
means the growth of population, and will simultaneously 
point to the growth population as the irrefutable 
argument for the necessity of colonies to provide an 
outlet for the ‘‘peoples without space.” 

It is once again obvious that in its crude form this 
theory has no relation to facts. The majority of the 
colonies, over which the contest is fiercest, are already 
thickly populated, are not held for settlement, or are 
not suitable for settlement by the populations of the 
colonising Powers. As Sir Arthur Salter stated at the 
National Peace Council Conference on '*Peace and the 
Colonial Problem”: 

think it is well to say as emphatically as 
possible that as a contribution to the surplus 
population of the world by emigration, colonics offer 
just nothing at all. .. .Whatever Japan docs in 
regard to Manchuria in ten years time, there won’t 
be as many Japanese in Manchuria as the increase 
of Japanese population every six months. If Italy- 
conquered the whole of Abyssinia and planted 
settlers there as hard as ever she could, in ten 
years time she would not have dealt with tho 
increase in the population of Italy of two months. 
If you take central tropical Africa, all the Europeans 
in all the colonies established in the course of more 
than a quarter of a century, they do not amount to as 
much as the increase of the Italian population in 
a year 
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‘•There is no such thing as a surplus population 
anj’ where except one that is relative to and caused 
by the existing eoromereiicial and economic 
system.” 

This is clearly correct ; but it once again gives rise to 
the question ; why, then, does imperialism require 
colonies ? So has arisen the third imperialist theory 
of colonial policy which is to-day the most widely 
current, that imperialism requires colonies for the supply 
of raw meterials* In these terms Goebbels frankly 
declared in his speech on January 17th, 1936 : 

“We are a poor nation. We have no colonies, no 
raw materials. But we must tell the other nations 
that the time Mill come when we must demand our 
colonies back. .. .It is dangerous for the world not 
to concede such demands, because some day the 
bomb will explode.” 

This is a step nearer to the truth, but only a step, 

because, in presenting the colonies as agrarian 

hinterlands of the industrialised imperialist countries, it 
conceals the real character of colonial exploitation. If 
the role of the colonies were only that of agrarian 

countries exchanging their raw materials for the 

industrial goods of the colonial countries, what need of 
a colonial system to enforce this ? This argument is 
used with an appearance of etfectiveness by the 
representatives of the possessing colonial Powers against 
the challenging Powers, since they point out that the 
raw materials are there for all to buy (with certain 
limited exceptions), and that the normal difficulty is to 
find sufficient purchasers. So Sir Arthur Salter argued 
in his speech already quoted : 

“What is the trouble ? It is not that there is a 
discrimination in the supply of raw materials to 
non*producing countries. Paw materials are 
available on equal terms to any purchaser who 
comes along. If there are any exceptions, thej^ are 
of negligible importance. There is a surplus of raw 
materials and producers are only too anxious to sell 
them'. But their merchants are handicapped by 
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the fact that they have to buy in foreign currency, 
and it happens that because of the currency upset 
of the world, German and Italian merchants have 
difficulty in getting the foreign exchange which they 
need to buy those foreign materials. That difficulty 
arises from the domestic policy of those countries and 
cannot be really dealt with by colonial policy.’* 

Thus the possession of colonies is presented as of no 
economic advantage for the capitalists of the colonial 
Power in securing the supply of raw materials; there is 
‘‘equality** for all ; the only ‘‘difficulty*’ is regarded as 
arising from temporary conditions consequent on the 
world economic crisis, outside the sphere of colonial 
policy. 

These arguments may not be convincing to the 
Powers desiring colonies; but they are so convincing to 
the spokesmen of the colony-possessing Powers and 
to the Liberal theorists of the economic valuelessness 
of colonies to the possessing Powers as to throw these 
into considerable difficulties to explain why the 
capitalists fight with such intensity for the possession 
of colonies. So is evolved the fourth theory of colonial 
policy which begins to bo voiced to dfny, the theory that 
the desire for colonics is not in reality an economic 
question, but a “psychological” question, a question of 
“prestige.** This view w'as expressed by the author of 
The Duty of Empire, Leonard Barnes, a former official 
of the British Colonial Service, in the conference on 
“Peace and the Colonial Problem.** 

“On this question of dissatisfaction. It is largely 
a question of prestige. To that extent it is a 
psychological question and calls for psychological 
treatment. No one, I think, knows whether, or how 
far, colonies are of any real value to the suzerain 
power, but when we are looking at the question 
from the angle of prestige that makes no odds at 
all.*’ 

Similarly, the Labour Party organ the Daily Herald 
declared in an editorial on “Colonies and Peace*’ on* 
February 6th, 1936 : 
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'‘But orhat is the colonial problem / Is it economic ? 
Or is it psychological ? 

"Theory and fact combine to support the view 
that almost all the economic arguments concerning 
population and raw materials and trade outlets are 
fallacious. 

"Primarily it is not a question of trade. It is a 
question of prestige, of status. The dangerous 
tensions are not economic, but psychological. The 
origin of impending trouble is the sense of 
inferiority.” 

The imperialist theories of colonial policy, whether 
on the right or on the Left, thus end in stultification. 
The end in stultification because the}^ cannot face the 
central fact of colonial exploitaltion. In consequcnee, 
a series of myths have to be created to explain the 
purpose of colonial policy. On the right, we see the 
racial myths or the myths of colonies as a supposed 
outlet for surplus population. Those are demolislied by 
the critics on the Left, who in turn erect the m.yth of 
colonial policy as a purely "psychologicar’ phenomenon, 
indulged in by the deluded imperialists without profit 
for reasons of "prestige” meanwhile the colonial peoples 
themselves know well in their own persons why the 
slave-drivers have taken possession of their countries. 

The leaders of finance- capital, in their fight to win 
and hold colonies by every weapon in their power, are 
in fact concerned for more solid advantages than 
'*psychologicar' satisfactions. What are these solid 
advantages ? Let us begin with an examination, not of 
the special questions of Germany, Italy and Japan, but 
with the central antagonism, of imperialism, the 
Anglo-American antagonism. On the opposite page is 
a table of British and American exports to the leading 
countries of the world in 1930, before there was any 
question of the "ring-fence” of Ottawa (reproduced 
from the 'Economist, November 25tb, 1933). 

What does this table show % If we leave out of 
account the Special cds^s of the two neighbouring 
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BRITISH AND AMERICAN EXPORTS 1930 



Value ef 

of 

American 


British 

American 

Export as 


Exhorts 

Exports 

p.e, of British 


fooo 

£ooo 


India 

52.944 

9,039 

17 

Irish Free State 

34,497 

2.74.5 

8 

Australia 

31,678 

15,198 

48 

France 

26,690 

44„792 

1.50 

Canada 

29.138 

131.819 

453 

Germany 

26,809 

55,652 
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South Africa 

26,462 

7.16 

29 

Argentina 

2fi,234 

£5,972 

103 

Netherlands 

18,860 

20,983 

111 

New Zealands 

17,867 

6,965 

33 

Belgium 

15,035 

17,200 

115 

Italy 

13,835 

20,086 

146 

Norway 

12,931 

4,056 

31 

Malaya 

10,475 

1,920 

18 

Denmark 

10,249 

8,049 

79 

Sweden 

10,068 

8,984 

90 

Egypt 

9,808 

1,781 

18 

Spain 

9,335 

11.501 

124 

China 

8,574 

17,921 
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Japan 

8,229 

32,915 

400 

Brazil 

7,970 

10,762 

134 

U.S.S.R. 

6.772 

22.272 

330 

Nigeria 

6,480 

786 

12 

Chile 

5,963 

9,275 

155 


countries, Canada in the case of the United States, 
and Ireland in the case of Britain, we find the following : 

British exports predominoted in India, Australia, 
South Africa, New Zealand, Egypt, Malaya, Nigeria and 
the three Scandinavian countries, 

American exports predominated in Erance, Germany, 
Belgium, Italy, Holland, Spain, China, Japan, Brazil, 
Chile, Argentina and the Soviet Union. 


The line of the two trade supremacies is suffioienlly 
indicative. By 1930 the stronger* American economic 
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power had ousted British priority in every leading 
country in the world— except the Empire countries, and 
the three Scandinavian countries (closely linked to 
Britain ; Indeed, the former Colonial Minister, Amery, 
has proposed that they should be united to the British 
Empire). 

But a further examination reveals more. Which were 
the countries in which British predominance remained 
strongest and -which American exports were not able to 
reach 20 per cent of British ? They w^ere four : India, 
Egypt, Nigeria, Malaya. In other words, the four 
countries in the above list representing the dependent, 
autooractically ruled empire, or the colonial system 
proper. 

This is not simply a question of tariffs and preferences. 
The advantage of the sovereign Powder in its colonies 
does not depend solely on such direct means. An 
examination of the position in the Central African 
colonies, which are still largely governed by the ‘“Open 
Door’* principles of the Congo Basin Treaties and the 
Anglo-French Convention, ruling out preferential duties, 
illustrates this. In his booklet on The Future of Colonies 
Leonard Barnes gives some interesting tables of this 
situation in these colonies : 

NIGERIA 1933 


Imports from Exports to 

percent per cent 

United Kingdom 67 37 

Germany 8 16 

Italy 3 4 

BELGIAN CONGO 1932 

Imports from Exports to 

per cent per cent 

Belgium 46 76 

United Kingdom II '09 

Germany 7 1*6 

Italy *8 -I 
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PRENCH 

WEST AFRICA 


Imports from 


per cent 

France 

47-3 

United Kingdom 

16-8 

Germany 

7-6 


The author concludes from his survey : ‘‘Effective 
equality is evidently not established by mere absence 
of tariff discrimination. The fact is, of course, that 
the scales are loaded in favour of the suzerain both 
in colonies and in mandated territories, even when 
the ‘Open Door’ principle is in operation.” 

In other words, the universal *‘Open Door” 
principle, which is put forward by the reformers for 
the solution of the colonial problem (“equality of 
opportunity to all nations in the undeveloped regions 
of the earth,” in the terms of the Labour Party 
resolution) is no solution. The decisive question for 
securing the economic advantages in a given colony is 
sovereignty of that colony (whether in tlie dress of a 
“mandate” or otherwise makes no difference); and there 
is no peaceful solution to the contest for this. 

Does this examination of only one aspect of colonial 
domination, in respect of markets, mean that the 
colonial question is only a question of privileged 
markets ? Not at all. This is only one aspect which 
cannot in practice be separated from the others. 
Domination of a given series of colonial markets 
provides in turn the means to purchase the required 
amount of colonial raw materials (without which 
means the “equality” of the non-colonial Powers also 
to purchase is of very limited value); and both in turn 
ars linked up with the export of capital; and finally 
the whole is built on the special conditions of 
exploitation of the colonial workers and peasants. 

The advantage of colonial possessions to the 
finance-capitalists of the colonial Powers cannot be 
expressed in any single factor in isolation, whether as 
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a market for the export of goods, a market for the 
export of capital, a source of raw materials monopoly, 
or a source of super-profits through the exploitation of 
colonial labour, because the modem colonial system 
under imperialism is in fact a single complex of all these; 
and the pivot of the whole complex, without which it 
would break down, is the sovereignty^ the armed 
dommation of the colonial Power over the colony. 

The essence of the relations of the colonies and 
imperialism is inequality. The colonial peoples are 
compelled, by a whole series of devices and regulations, 
depriving them of their land, hut taxes, poll taxes, etc., 
to labour and produce the raw materials for prices 
which leave them on a starvation level. The prices of 
the goods which are exported to the colonies are on a 
high level. It is unequal exchange, which is in fact 
maintained by armed force, and which yields the high 
colonial super-profits to the capitalists of the ruling 
country. To this unequal exchange is added the direct 
tribute on the export of capital. 

It is this privileged position in relation to colonies 
of their own, and the super-profits arising from colonial 
exploitation, that the imperialist Powers deprived of 
colonies demand. It is no use explaining to them^ 
while they are outside the charmed circle, that they 
have perfect formal “equality^^ to buy the raw materials 
from the monopoly at the monopoly’s price (not at the 
price paid to the colonial producers, the peasants or 
workers). If they have to pay the price of the 
International Tin Monopoly (under the British Colonial 
Office) or the International Rubber Regulation 
Committee (dominated by the British-Diitch interests), 
the fact that there is “no discrimination^’ against them 
(in the kindly words of Hoare), that they are only 
having to pay the same price as other customers, does 
not bring them any nearer to sharing in the spoils of 
colonial exploitation. 

The fight between the rival imperialist Powers for 
the possession of colonies is a fight for domination, for 
monopoly, which is expressed in. and dependent on 
sovereignty over a given series of colonies. No 
regulations, no international agreements, no “mandates,” 
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no “Open Door” conventions, nor even “Inquiries” 
(as recommended by Hoare), can overcome this. Why 
did British imperialism strain every nerve to free itself 
from the American monopoly of raw cotton, organising 
the Empire Cotton Growing Association since 1902, 
and developing with enormous subsides as well as with 
vast construction works like the Aswan Dam and the 
Sind Barrage, the growth of cotton in the Sudan, in 
India, in Kenya, in Uganda, in Iraq ? (until the point 
was reached in 1933 when President Roosevelt was 
paying subsides to the American cotton farmers to 
plough up their crops for which there was no market, 
while Britain was paying subsidy to turn the Sind 
desert into a cotton plantation)? Why did British 
imperialism send its agents all round the world 
prospecting for oil to free itself from the American oil 
monopoly, tearing up the Turkish Empire in the hunt 
for oil, dominating Persia, creating the new State of 
Iraq, fomenting civil war in Mexico, until to-day its 
rival oil monopoly has spread its tentacles in every 
quarter of the globe ? Why has American imperialism 
‘strained every nerve to free itself from the British 
rubber monopoly, whose deadly power was shown in 
the Stevenson restriction scheme, leading to the United 
States pouring out millions to develop the growth of 
rubber in its South American “colonies”? The answer 
is obvious. This is the expression of the fight of the 
monopolists. And in this fight colonial possessions or 
the semi-colonial forms of political dependence of 
States within the sphere of influence of the monopolist 
Power are essential. 

In these circumstances the bland assurances of a 
Hoare, at the head of the principal monopolist Empire, 
against “fear of monopoly”, and offers of “inquiry,” 
will not help. Nor will well-intentioned proposals for 
“equitable” “international” allocation of “equality of 
access” to colonial raw materials, markets, etc. avail to 
remove the real conflict, so long as sovereignty of the 
colonies (whether in the “mandate” form or otherwise) 
and therefore effective control of the real ownership 
and profits of colonial exploitation, rests in the hands 
of the colonial Powers. The battle between the 
possessing and the challenging imperialist Powers for 
the possession of colonies cannot be thus escaped, 
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Whafc, then, of the proposals for the direct 
* 're -distribution.^^ of colonies or colonial mandates, by 
the surrendering of particular colonies from their 
present sovereignty and handing them over to Germany 
or Italy ? In minor cases, particularly with regard to 
the colonies of a smaller colonial Power, such proposals 
for bartering the colonial peoples in the cattle-market 
of the Great Powers are not impossible. Thus we saw 
how before the war of 1914 Britain was ready to make 
the attempt to buy off the German challenge with a 
magnanimous offer of the colonies of its vassal, 
Portugal ; and similarly in 1925 the attempt was made 
to appease the Italian grievances with the cession of 
Jubaland* The Portuguese colonies may once again 
figure in a similar deal in the future. But the 
concessions offered are inevitably minute compared to 
the main spoils ; they may slightly postpone the conflict, 
but in the end they are only a whet to the appetite of 
the challenging Powers, and no solution of the real 
antagonisms. 

Any general redistribution of the vast existing 
colonial empires without war is out of the question. 
Indeed, even the proposals of minor concession have 
aroused intense opposition. This was evident in the 
character of semi-official comment on the Hoare offer. 
In an editorial on “Colonial Pacts and Fallacies'^ of 
January 13th, 1936, The Times declared : 

“The common starting point is, of course, that 
British colonies are integral parts of the Empire, to 
which they are attached by ties of loyalty and pride 
as well as of self-interest. They are not objects of 
barter, or parts of a jig-saw puzzle to be transferred 
from one owner to another to fit a political pattem,“ 

Similarly, in an editorial on “Mandate Revision 
Dangers," the Daily Telegra^ph of February 6th, 1936, 
corrected misconceptions of the Hoare offer : 

“An entirely mistaken idea of what he (Sir Samuel 
Hoare) said and meant very soon took shape, and in 
certain quarters the hope was even encouraged that 
Great Britain was ready to consider a 'share-out' 
of her Colonial Empire. There would indeed be a 
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long queue of applicants if notice to that effect tv^ere 
given/^ 

In response to the widespread clamour the British 
Colonial Secretary gave an assurance in Parliament on 
February 12th, 1936, that 

“His Majesty^s Government have not considered 
and are not considering the handling over of any of 
the British colonies territories or held under mandate*^^ 

(J. H. Thomas, Colonial Secretary, in the House 

of Commons, February 12th, 1936) 

The effect of this apparent denial, however, which in 
fact only covered the past and not the future intentions 
of the Government, was wiped out by the subsequent 
declaration of the Chancellor of the Exchequer in April 
1936. 


“There is a clear distinction between colonies and 
mandated territories. So far as I know, no one has 
ever asked or suggested that the British Empire 
should give up any of its colonies, and I need hardly 
say that if such a dem-end were made it could not 
possibly by entertained for a moment. Mandated 
territories are not colonies. They are in a somewhat 
different category and they are only part of the 
British Empire in what I may call a colloquial 
sense. . . . 

“In order to effect a transfer there will be at least 
required the assent of the mandatory Power, the 
Power to whom the territory was to be transfetred, 
and finally the assent of the Council of the League 
of Nations. , . . 

“As to what might happen in the future I think it 
would be unreasonable to ask me to attempt to 
pledge the action of future Governments, but I will 
say this at any rate — the mandates are not held by 
this country alone. I cannot conceive that any 
Government would even discuss the question of the 
transfer of its own mandates quite irrespective of what 
was to happen to the mandates held by other 
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countries. I woulds ay in addition what we do 
recognise that we have definite obligations to the 
people who inhabit these territories, and we would 
not think of surrendering these obligations or 
handling those territories over to any other Power, 
even for the sake of obtaining that general peaceful 
settlement which all of us so much desire, unless 
we were satisfied that all the interest of all sections 
of the populations inhabiting those territories were 
fully safeguarded.^^ 

(Neville Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 

in the House of Commons, April Gth, 1936) 

Prom all this, as well as from subsequent statement, it 
is clear that the British National Government is in 
fact contemplating the handling over of mandated 
territories to Nazi Germany as part of its general 
bargain with Hitler. 

Does this mean that the colonial conflict of the 
imperialist Powers, and the consequent drive to war, 
wohld be thereby solved? On the contrary. The cession of 
the ex-German mandated territories would be a flea-bite 
compared to the issues at stake, and would only 
have significance as part of the general line of 
co-operation of the National Government with Hitler. 
The primary immediate aims of expansion of Nazi 
Germany are in Europe, and would only be 
strengthened by the advantage secured through the 
cession of the mandated territories to reinforce its 
resources and preparations for war. If these aims of 
expansion in Europe are allow^ed to meet wdth success, 
then the ultimate aims would extend far beyond the 
mandated territories, and would inevitably in the 
culminating stage turn against the British Empire, 
as some of the more far-sighted leaders af British 
imperialism are already beginning to recognise.^ The 
cession of the mandated territories to Nazi Germany, 

1. The ultimate aims of German imperialist expansion at 
the expense of the British Empire received typical unofficial 
expression in the notorious book of the military theorist,! 
Professor Banse, entitled Baupi wid Volh im JVeUhrkg, published 
under the Nazi regime, i.e. with the permission of the 
extremely exacting censorship ; 
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now contemplated by the National Government, 
although of obvious sinister significance for the 
immediate situation as a direct assistance and 
encouragement to Nazi Germany, would have no 
more e&ct on the ultimate issue than the previous 
treaty handing over the Portuguese colonies to 
Germany in 1913. 

The battle for the new division of the w'orld 
stands before imperialism without solution within 
the conditions of imperialism. 

** We confess it is an attractive prospect for us to 
imagine and sketch out the downfall at some future time 
of this proud and secure people, who will bo made to 
obey foreign lords as they have never done since 1066 , 
or at least will be compelled to surrender their lucrative 
colonial empire.” 

The bellicose professor has here travelled too fast for the 
immediate diplomatic aims of Nazi policy, which requires 
at first, as explained in Mein Kampfj the co-operation of 
Britain in order to achieve the initial stages of its 
conquests. 



CHAPTER VII 


Main Areas Of Conflict 


* Having been in international politics for most fof 
tho time since the war, I will not write myself down 
a pessimist, but I will say that at the times I fell 
that I am living in a madhouse.* 

Rt. Hon. Stanley Baldwin, address to the National 
Council of Free Churches in Wales on April 8th, 1935* 


The Gathering Struggle for the new division of 
territories and spheres of influence develops in every 
quarter of the world. 

In the forefront stands the offensive of the three 
challenging Powers, of Japan in the Far East, of 
Germany in Europe, and of Italy in Northern 
Africa and the Near East. 

But behind these are revealed the basic 
antagonisms of the dominant imperialist Powers in 
possession, the Anglo-American antagonism and the 
Anglo-French antagonism. It is only the divisions 
and particular conflicting aims of the dominant 
Powers in possession that make possible the advance 
of the openly aggressive expansionist forces. 

The Japanese accelerating advance in the Far 
East has gone forward against the background of 
the Anglo-American antagonism. The German expansion 
and successful tearing up of Versailles and Locarno 
Treaties, no less than the Italian aggression in Africa, 
have gone forward against the background of the 
Anglo-French antagonism. 

While, therefore, the dynamic war-making forces, 
Germany, Japan and Italy, occupy to-day the 
immediate international foreground in the drive to 
war, a correct estimate of forces must devote no 
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less careful attention to the role of the most 
powerful imperialist forces, Britain, the United States 
and France. 

Finally behind all these, and cutting across and 
transforming all these relations, is the hostility of 
imperialism to the Soviet Union, most actively voiced 
and led to-day by the Fascist expansionist Powers, 
especially Germany and Japan, but with support 
from dominant sections in Britain, and also from 
sections of the ruling class in other countries ; and, 
as against this, the counter-attempt of the Soviet 
Union, in association with all elements opposed to 
immediate war, to organise a combined front of peace 
and collective security throughout the world against 
the menace of new world war- 

All these forces are closely interrelated. While 
the deeper Anglo-American antagonism, which 
manifests itself all over the world in the economic 
field, in the strategic field, and, with special reference 
to the Far East, the Dominions and South America, 
does not yet advance to the close menace of war, 
its influence is of sky importance for all the relations 
of imperialism. The immediate threatening battle- 
grounds of future war arise from the Japanese 
offensive in the Far East and the German Nazi 
offensive in Europe. But these in turn are closely 
linked, as expressed in the German-Japanese Military 
Treaty of 1936, with the common offensive against 
the Soviet Union. These special aspects of the war 
offensive, in respect of the relations of imperialism 
and the Soviet Union, are considered in greater 
detail in the next chapter ; in the present chapter 
the main atteniton is concentrated on the conflicts 
between the imperialist Powers. 

Subject to these interrelationships, which invalidate 
any rigid compartmental treatment, is necessary 1o 
examine briefly the situation and relation of forces 
in the main areas of conflict and threatenig battle- 
grounds of future war, 
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I. JapaUy Britain and The United State in 
the Far East 

While the battle of imperialism for the new division 
of the world extends over the whole world, two 
main fields of conflict stand out. The first is the 
complex of antagonisms in the Far East, which 
concentrates at once the conflicts of the leading 
imperialist Powers, especia% Britain, the United 
States and Japan, the issue of imperialism and the 
Soviet Union, and the struggle of imperialism against 
the colonial revolution. The second centres round 
the Fascist revisionist offensive in Europe, primarily 
of Nazi Germany, and secondarily of Italy, wdth its 
repercussions beyond Europe in Northern Africa and 
the Near East. It is the peculiar position and 
dilemma of British imperialism to be closely involved 
in both situations of developing war. 

The Japanese war offensive in the Far East since 
1931 opened the new war-phase succeeding to the 
period of stabilisation. Japan took the first direct 
measures of imperialism for the forcible new division 
of the world. This extending offensive has continued 
now for close on five years unbroken, with enlarging 
scope and aims, aud has not yet reached its climax. 
By the conquests of these five years Japan now 
holds under direct military control Manchukuo, Jehol, 
Inner Mongolia, and the provinces of Northern China, 
or an area exceeding the total area of Britain, 
France, Germany, Italy and Spain, with a population 
of roughly one hundred millions ; it claims direct 
control over the Chinese Government and over China 
as a whole ; on the borders of Manchukuo, and by 
the threat of war on Outer Mongolia, it threatens 
war against the Soviet Union ; the ultimate aims 
of the military party extend to complete control of 
Eastern Asia and the final ousting of Britain, 
France and the United States from the Far East. 

What lies behind this extending Japanese war 
offensive which has dominated the Far Eastern 
situation since 1931 ? The Japanese offensive is 
itself the reflection of two main groups of factors. 
The first is the internal situation in Japan, the 
growing economic difficulties and class -contradictions 
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^ of the existing regime, the rising agrcarian crisis and 
" revolutionary unrest, and the endeavour of the dominant 
inilitarist-Fascist elements to find a solution along path 
of war and expansionist adventure. The second lies in the 
external situation, in the extreme tension of international 
antagonisms in the Far-East, which has made possible 
the Japanese advance, as well as in the extreme division 
of the revolutionary and counter-revolutionary forces 
in China. The Japanese offensive has in practice been 
able to go forward to its present strength on the basis 
of the Anglo-American antagonism, on the basis of the 
antagonism of imperialism to the Soviet Union, and on 
the basis of the common interests of the imperialist 
Powers and of the Chinese counter-revolution against 
Soviet China and against the national revolutionary 
strnggle. The key to the success of the Japanese war 
of conquest up to the present point has lain in the 
skilful utilisation of these antagonisms, and especially 
of the divisions of Britain and the United States. The 
major role in making possible the Japanese advance up 
to the most recent stage has been the role of British 
policy, even though the consequences of that policy 
have now brought British imperialism face to face with 
an extremely sharp dilemma. It is this international 
background of the Japanese offensive that is of critical 
importance for the present world situation. 

Since the opening of the Japanese offensive in 1931', 
all the existing relations and balance of forces in the 
Far-East have been thrown into the melting-pot. The Far 
East has become more and more manifestly the centre 
of gravity of world politics. While an attempt to isolate 
the Far East from the world situation as a whole would 
be in danger of giving a false perspective, and in 
particular would mean to under-estimate the significance 
of the Nazi offensive as the possible immediate storm- 
centre and starting-point of new world war, there is no 
doubt that the Far East stands out in the modern 
period as the arena of the ultimately most profound 
conflicts of world imperialism,, as well as of the offensive 
of imperialism against the Soviet Union. ^ 

1 The role of the Far East as the destined main focus of world 
antagonisms had already been noted by observers since the end 
of the nineteenth century. At the beginning of the twentieth 
century the American Secretary of State, John Hay, had expressed 
th© view ; 
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This role of the Far East as the main centre of 
world antagonisms in the present period inevitably 
follows from the relation of forces in the Pacifiic area. 

First, the main spoils of the new division of the 
world, the aim of complete domination and exploitation 
of the four hundred and fifty millions of the Chinese 
people, lure on the imperialist powers as the prize of 
mastery in the Far East ; and the ultimate prizes of 
domination in the Pacific extend bej^ond China to 
Eastern Asia as a whole, to the chain of islands of the 
East Indies, and to Australia and New Zealand, and 
finally to India. 

Second, the four principal world Powers of 
imperialism — Britain, the United States, Japan and to 
a lesser extent France — here directly confront one 
another with rival adjoining possessions, spheres of 
influence and expansionist aims ; against the still 

“The storm centre of the world has shifted. . . to China. 
Whoever understands that mighty Empire has a key to world 
politics for the next five centuries.,* 

(John Hay, United States Secretary of State, 1898 — 1905, 

P. T. Moon, Imperialism and World Politics, New York 

1928, p. 321) 

By 1921, when the Anglo-German antagonism, which till then 
had held first place, appeared to be liquidated, the leading 
spokesman of British imperialism; General Smuts, gave expression 
to a similar view tbat the centre of world politics had henceforth 
shifted to the Pacific : 

“Our temptation is still to look upon the European stage 
as of first importance. It is no longer so. . - . These are not 
really first-class events any more. . . . Undoutedly the scene 
has sifted away from Europe to the Pacific. The problem 
of the Pacific are to my mind the world problems of the next 
fifty years or more.” 

(General Smuts, speech to the Imperial Conference in 1921) 

This expression reflected the situation of 1921 when in the first 
post-war phase the Anglo-American antagonism was reaching to 
extreme sharpness. In fact, however, Wa.shington Conference of 
1921 — 1921 stabilised the situation in the Far East for a decade. 
It was only with the break-down of that stabilisation, marked 
by the opening of the Japanese offensive in 1931, that the full 
struggle for mastery in the Far East reached its present intenso 
phase, dominating — in close association with the Nazi offensive 
in Europe — ^the world political situation. 
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continuing British dominance in this region the Japanese 
drive of expansions now presses hard, while the United 
States is rapidly preparing for the final conflict. 

Third, against the existing imperialist domination and 
schemes of expansion the battle of the colonial peoples 
for liberation has here its centre : the national 
revolutionary struggle of the Chinese people, developing 
for a quarter of a century with increasing tempo and 
with Soviet China now in the forefront, is the leader and 
vanguard of the colonial liberation struggle all over the 
world. 

Fourth, the two world systems, of capitalism and of 
socialism, have here their principal meeting-place *, the 
Japanese drive of expansion, with support from the 
reactionary circles of the other imperialist Towers, 
ceaselessly presses against the Soviet Union, and the 
powerful Fascist-militarist elaments in Japan openly 
work to provoke war. 

The contradictions within this area are intense. The 
populations bordering the Pacific number one thousand 
millions or half the population of the world. But the 
barriers of imperialism have established a situation in 
which there is' extreme disproportion in the territorial 
distribution of this population. The density of population 
in the main areas is as follows 


Australia 
Canada 
United Staees 
Siam 

Indo-China 
Malaya . * 
China 
Japan • « 

J ava • • 


2-2 

30 

41-3 

59-7 

750 

81-8 

104-3 

349-4 

678-0 


per square mile 
» 

99 

99 

99 


99 

99 


99 


(Economic Handbook of the Pacific Area^ edited by 
V. F. Field for the Institute of Pacific Relations, 

New York, 1934) 

Canada, with an area of 3,600,000 square miles, has a 
population of under 11 millions. The United States, 
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with a smaller total territory {though a larger cultivable 
area), has 126 millions. Australia, with 3 millions square 
miles, is inhabitated by under 7 millions, and New 
Zealand, with 104,000 square miles, by 1’5 millions. 
Confronting these are the heavily crowded populations 
of Eastern Asia : Japan with 70 millions, China with 450 
millions, Java with 40 millions, India with 360 millions. 
The barriers to a more rational distribution, w'hieh 
outside capitalist conditions could lead to universal 
benefit, are maintained by armed power, against the 
will of the majority populations. The prizes of mastery 
in the Pacific are revealed as not only China and Eastern 
Asia, but also the British Dominions. 

This situation of extreme disproportion of populations 
and territory in the w^hole region is intensified by the 
extreme inequality of division of areas of domination 
between the imperialist Powers, and the consequent 
increasing challenge of the advancing Powers against the 
existing division. This is the situation which fills 
British imperialism, formerly dominant in the Ear East, 
in China and the Pacific, and still with the largest 
possessions-interest and spheres of influence of any single 
Power, with growing alarm in the face of the rising 
advance of Japanese and American imperialism; no less, 
than in the face of the rising advance of the national 
revolutionary struggles for liberation, Britain is still 
the principal Power in possession in the Ear East, but 
its strategic strength no longer corresponds to its 
holdings. The dilemma confronting British imperialism 
arises from the fact that it is no longer able to maintain 
dominant naval power in the Pacifiio to hold its 
possessions or its still privileged position in China, In 
the words of the leading British naval specialist, H, C. 
Bywater : 

‘‘The Singapore base has lost much of its original 
significance. Strategically, its value is that of a 
halfway house. Hong Kong, our only other strong 
hold in the Ear East, has no modern defences, these 
having remained in status quo for the last twenty years, 
largely as a result of treaty restrictions. It is not 
too much to say that we hold Hong Kong on 
suffer cane. Unpalatable though it may be, the truth 
is that we are not at the present time in a position 
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to defend our ■widespread and priceless interests 

in the Pacific Japanese spokesmen have declared 

more or less publicly that neither Britain nor the 
United States is any longer capable of defending by 
force of arms its territories in the Western 
Pacific/’ 

(H, C. By water, Preface to the 1934 edition of 
Sea Power in the Pacific, pp. xvii-xviii) 

This statement leaves out of account the accelerated 
preparations that are now in fact going forward. But 
the measure of truth in it is of key importance for the 
present relation of forces in the Pacific, and for the 
consequent problems of British, no less than of 
American, policy. 

Up to the end of the nineteenth century Britain 
held the unchallenged dominant position in the Far 
Fast. Since the Opium Wars it had secured for 
itself the major share of the spoliation of China. 
Hong Kong in British hands provided the principal 
base of strategic power and the main entrepot for the 
entry of goods; Shanghai, with the International 
Settlement under British control, provided the principal 
base of commercial and industrial exploitation and 
the main seat of the trading and financial houses. 
The lion’s share of Chinese trade (as late as 1913 
nearly half the imports into China came from Britain 
or through Hong Kong, one fifth from Japan, and 
less than one sixteenth from the United States), of 
the export of capital, of banking and finance, of the 
control of the railways, and of foreign industrial 
exploitation, was in British hands. China was reduced 
to a semi-colonial status, divided into spheres of 
exploitation between the rival imperialist Powers, 
with Britain in the dominant position. 

But by the beginning of the twentieth century the 
British position was increasingly under challenge. The 
advancing claims of the rival imperialist Powers, 
especially of the United States, of Tsarist Russia, and 
of Germany, w^ere beginning to make themselves felt. 
In 1898 the United States established its strategic 
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base by the conquest of the Philippines. In 1899 
American imperialism delivered its first challenge 
with the Note of the Secretary of State, John Hay, 
demanding the acceptance of the principle of tho Open 
Door in China, The other imperialist Powers were 
also preparing their positions for the struggle. In 
1898 Germany leased Kiaochow Bay, Eussia leased 
Port Arthur, France leased Kwangchow Bay, while 
Britain countered by the lease of Wei-hai-wei; all these 
leases were for the preparation of naval bases. At 
the same time the advancing challenge of German 
imperialism was also indirectly affecting the balance of 
forces in the Far East. For with the new German 
Naval Law of 190iJ openly pointed at British 
supremacy it became necessary for Britain to concentrate 
its naval preparations on the North Sea, so that it could 
no longer count on maintaining alone its domination in 
the Pacific. Thus the British strategic position in the 
Far East began to weaken at the same time as the 
other Powers were advancing. 

It was in this situation that Britain turned for a 
solution to a step which was to have far-reaching 
consequences through the whole subsequent period. 
Britain took into direct alliance the then still secondary 
Power, Japan, as its partner in the Far East. The 
first step towards this had been prepared by the Anglo- 
Japanese Agreement of 1894. Britain built, equipped 
and trained the Japanese Navy. Within a fortnight 
of the Anglo-Japanese Agreement of 1894, Japan's 
first war on China followed in 1894-1895. By this war 
Japan secured the separation of Korea, which it was 
later to annex, and the cession of the Liaotung 
Peninsula; but the joint representations of Russia, 
Germany and France (not Britain) campelled Japan 
to give back its conquest. In 1902 followed the 
Anglo-Japanese Treaty. Just as the Anglo-Japanese 
Agreement of 1894 had prepared the way for the Sino- 
Japanese war of 1894 and the Japanese domination 
of Korea, so the Anglo-Japanese Treaty of 1902 
prepared the way for the Russo-Japanese war of 
1904—1905 and 'the Japanese conquest of Port 
Arthur and the Liaotung Peninsula and domination 
of South Manchuria. The second Anglo-Japanese 
Treaty of 1905 still further strengthened the 
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provisions of the first so as to include Japanese 
assistance for the maintenance of British power in 
India, and also to include the obligation of 
assistance by either signatory in the event of war 
with a single other Power, i.e. in the event of war 
of either with the United State. 

Thus for the two decades up to the world war 
Japan advanced continuously under British protection* 
But with the world war paralysing the x^ossibility 
of any countermove of the European imperialist 
Powers, Japan seized the opportunity to go forward 
with its more ambitious aims of monopolist domination, 
unfolded its full programme for the subjection of 
China in the Twenty-One Demands inposed on the 
Chinese Government in 1915, and took possession of 
Shantung, Puhien, Manchuria. Inner Mongolia and 
(under cover of anti-Bolshevik intervention ) Eastern 
Siberia. 

This ambitious attempt of Japanese imperialism 
was premature. At the end of the war American 
imperialism, at the height of its strength in contrast 
to the other Powers, had its word to say. Despite 
British support, Japan was forced by American 
pressure, partially at the Paris Conference, and 
then decisively at the Washington Conference, to 
surrender its conquest. Japan had retained Shantung 
at Paris, but was forced to surrender it at 
Washington. The Anglo-Japanese Alliance was 
compelled by the demand of the United States to 
be formally dissolved. Britain was compelled to accept 
the principle of naval parity with the United States 
in capital ships. The territorial integrity of China 
was guaranted, and the Open Door formally agreed 
by the Nine-Power Treaty. The building of fortifications 
or new naval bases in the Pacific was prohibited 
within a wide delimited area, the effect of which was 
to render impossible any major encounter of the 
three fleets. The United States had enforced its 
peace in the Pacific for a decade, a peace corres- 
ponding to the interests of its financial and commercial 
penetration. 

Stabilisation was thus achieved for a period of 
the Far East on the basis of the maintenance in 
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the status quo and the joint exploitation of the 
Chinese people by the rival Powers according to 
the existing spheres of influence. The American 
share of imports into China rose between 1913 and 
1925 from 6 per cent to 15 per cent, while the 
share from Britain and Hong Kong fell from 46 
per cent to 28 per cent. 

The partial co-operation of the imperialist Powers 
was strengthened by the advance of the Chinese 
Revolution. Between 1923 and 1927 the Chinese 
national revolutionary movement, organised in the 
coalition party of the Kuomintang, and advancing 
from its base in Cantfm, swept forward over the 
greater part of China; defeating the militarist 
generals subsidised by imperialism, and coming close, 
with the capture of Shanghai in the spring of 1927, 
to the national revolutionary unification of China. 
But at this point the Chinese bourgeoisie^ represented 
by Chiang Kai Shek, fearing the advance of the 
masses, went over to the side of imperialism and 
stabbed the revolution in the back. A period of 
heavy repression followed ; the Kuomintang became 
the tool of foreign imperialism. The national 
revolutionary struggle had to advance to a new 
stage before it could conquer. The mass front had 
to be re-formed, on the basis of the workers and 
peasants, under the hegemony of the working class, 
led by the Communist party, and advanced in the 
next period to the building up of the extending 
districts of Soviet China. 


But the antagonisms of imperialism went forward 
through the period of stablisation. Anglo-Japanese 
co-operation continued in practice, despite the formal 
dissolution of the Alliance. Prom the outset both 
Britain and Japan were restive under the restrictions 
of the Washington Treaties. “ It is no more than 
the truth to assert, ’’ declared the British naval 
expert, By water, “that ever since 1921 the United 
States has been attempting, more or less consciously, 
to dictate the naval policy of Great Britain ” 
( A Searchlight on the Navi/^ p. 159 ) ; and he 
continued in the same w^ork, issued in 1934, with 
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reference to the London Naval Treaty of 1930, wldch 
prolonged the Washington Naval Treaty for five 
years and extended its scope : 

‘"Happily the treaty expires on December SIst, 
1936. Attempts to promote its renewal, from 
whatever quarter they may be made, should be 
firmly resisted. Already this covenant has struck 
at British sea power a blow from which it may 
never recover. 

(H. C. Bywatrr, A Searchlight on the Navy, 1934, p. 217) 

The Naval Treaty was not renewed. Japan denounced 
it in 1934 and, on the refusal of its demand for 
parity, withdrew from the London Naval Conference 
of 1936; the new London Naval Treaty of Britain, 
France and the United States in 1936 is only a 
simulacrum of ‘^qualitative^* limitation and mutual 
information of building programmes, with no 
quantitative limits. The old naval limitation with 
fixed totals, maintained for fifteen years, at the end 
of 1936; and the British Government has already 
announced its naval rearmament programme, with the 
laying down of new 'capital ships in 1937 the day 
after the old treaty expires. 

From the outset, also, since the Washington 
Treaties on opportunity was lost by either British 
or Japanese statesmen to reiterate that, although the 
Anglo- Japanese Treaty had been formally abrogated, 
its '^spirit** remained unchanged. Typical of this were 
the emphatic declarations at the farewell dinner to the 
Japanese Ambassador in London, Baron Hayashi 
in 1935. The Duke of York stated, after referring 
to the Anglo- Japanese Alliance: 

“After that, the opinion of the world was opposed 
to military alliances, and our alliance with Japan 
developed into a pact embracing the principal 
countries having interests in the Pacific for 
maintaining peace in that part of the world. But 
the friendship between Great Britain and Japan 
was and remains the foundation upon which depends 
the peace of the Far East.^* ^ 

(The Duke of York, speech on June 30th, 1925 

The Times, July 1st, 1926) 
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The British Eoreign Secretary followed this up with 
an even more definite pointer: 

'‘Though the alliance had given way to a broader 
understanding, the sentiments which dictated the 
alliance were as fresh to-day as on the day that 
the treaty was signed. He hoped that Japan 
would recognise that we were loyal, not merely to 
the letter, but to the spirit of their obligations.’’ 

(Sir Austen Chamberlain, speech on June 30th, 

1925, The Times, July 1st, 1925} 

Similarly in 1928 the Tokio correspondent of The Times 
reported: 

“It is pointed out that, though the Anglo-Japanese 
Treaty has been merged in the wider treaty 
signed at Washington in 1922, its spirit is still 
alive, as leading statesmen in both countries have 
repeatedly affirmed,^^ 

(Tokio correspondent of The Times, 

November 23rd, 1928) 

Even as late as January 1935, when the Japanese 
Foreign Minister, Hirota, in defining Japanese foreign 
policy, spoke of “co-operation between Japan and 
Great Britain” as a cardinal principle, The Times 
(January 22nd, 1935) noted that “he seemed to be 
thinking of more than mere continuance of friendly 
relations.” 

Thus the Anglo-Japanese co-operation which began 
in 1894, and which existed in formal treaty form 
until 1921, continued in fact unbroken right into 
the new period opening in 1931, This Anglo- Japanese 
co-operation, which has been in fact the counterpart 
of the basic Anglo-American antagonism, has been 
of cardinal importance for the whole line of 
development in the Far East up to the present 
stage# But the new situation developing since 1931 
has brought new problems. 
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With the breakdown of stabilisation the armed struggle 
for domination in the Far East began anew. As soon as 
the world economic crisis had weakened the influence of 
American imperialism, and had paralysed the Western 
imperialist Powers in their inner difficulties, Japan 
struck its blow in 1931 and began the offensive in 
Manchuria wdiich was to extend in continuous stages 
during succeeding years to all Northern China and to 
general claims of control over the Chinese Government 
and its policy. During 1931—1932 Japan conquered 
Manchuria, establishing the puppet State of Manchukuo 
in 1932, and carrying through a military attack on 
Shanghai. In 1933 Japan extended its conquests to 
Jehol, and left the League of Nations. In April 1934 
Japan announced, through an official War Office 
statement, that “the Nine-Power Treaty is dead ; the 
United States and European countries which are 
ignorant of real conditions in the Far East should 
hold aloof from affairs in China and a Foreign 
Office statement proclaimed a general Japanese 
protectorate over China : 

“To keep peace and order in Eastern Asia we must 
act alone on our own responsibility.,.. There is no 
country but China which is in a position to share with 
Japan the responsibility for the maintenance of peace 
in Eastern Asia.... Any joint operations undertaken 
by foreign Powers, even in the name of technical or 
financial assistance, are bound to acquire political 
significance. . .Japan must object to such undertakings 
as a matter of principle.’’ 

(Japanese Foreign Office statement, The Times, 

April 24th, 1934) 

The Japanese Ambassador in Washington further 
amplified the principle of this statement : 

“ Japan must act and decide alone what is 
good for China .... Business men will find it 
beneficial to consult Tokio before embarking on any 
adventures in China/’ 

(H. Saito, Japanese Ambassador to the United 

States, interview to the Washington Star, 

London Times^ April 23rd, 1934) 
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In 1935-1936 Japan extended its conquests to Inner 
Mongolia and Northern China, organising puppet political 
forms under its control, and developing provocations 
against Outer Mongolia, as well as bringing the range 
of its operations directly against Soviet China in 
Shansi, In 1936 the new Hirota Ministry, established 
after the ‘murder-cawp of thi Fascist military officers 
against the older statesmen who had criticised the 
extreme military policy, proclaimed the Three Point 
Programme of Japan in relation to China (already 
announced in the negotiations with the Nanking 
Government in 1935) : (1) Sino-Japanese co-operation 
against communism ; (2) China to have no relations with 
other countries save with Japanese consent and under 
Japanese control ; (3) Chinai Manchukuo and Japan to 
be organised as a single economic bloc. 

What is the attitude of the other imperialist 
Powers to this extending Japanese offensi^'e for the 
monopolist dcmination of China and the Far East? 

In the early stages of the offensive, Japan received 
the effective support of Britain and France. Britain 
supported Japan, not only in accordance with its 
general line of playing off Japan against the United 
States, but also as the strongest military force in the 
Far East against the national revolutionary movement 
in China, and eventually against the Soviet Union. 
The repeated American appeals to Britain for 
co-operat'on in opposing the open violation of the 
Washington Nine Power Treaty during 1931-1932 were 
all rebuffed (the messages of the Washington 
correspondent of The Times during the period give the 
fuller evidence of this, which subsequent British 
expression has endeavoured to cover up and deny). 
Sir Jolm Simon appeared at Geneva as the special 
pleader for Japan, and actively countered the approaches 
of the United States Secretary of State, Stimson, who 
also attended at Geneva to secure the co-operation of 
the L ague with the United States. Britain led the way 
in mJntaining the passivity of the League of Nations 
in the face of the open violation of the Covenant, as well 
as in opposing the American appeals for co-operation. 
In words of Lord Ly tton, the Chairman of the League 
of Nations Commission to Manchuria : 
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“The United States made overtures which have not 
been reciprocated, and the failure of our Government 
to back up Mr, Stimson is perhaps the most 
regrettable of all its shortcomings.” 

(LordLytton, speech at Manchester, May 17th, 1934) 

Similarly Lord Lothian testified to the British rejection 
of American co-operation : 

“I have aVays thought that the mistake of British 
policy at that times was ... its rejection of Mr. 
Stimson’s offer to reverse the isolationist decision of 
1920 and act with us in support of the collective 
system in the Pacific. This failure on our part to 
live up to the spirit and the letter of the Washington 
Treaties early in 1932 drove the United States back 
into isolation.” 

(Lord Lothian, speech on December 12th, 1934, 
reported in International Affairs, March— April 1935) 

This episode was of critical importance for the whole 
develox)ment of Anglo-American relations, 

Even the “Hands off China^^ declaration of 1934, 
which aroused sharp antagonism in the United States, 
was received with remarkable equanimity in British 
official quarters. The United States issued an official 
statement reaffirming the Nine-Power Treaty and 
denying the right of unilateral denunciation by any 
single Power. The British Government, which was also 
signatory to the Nine-Power Treaty, did not associate 
itself with this statement. Questioned as to British 
attitude, the Foreign Secretary, Sir John Simon, stated 
in the House of Commons on April 30th, 1934, that 
“His Majesty’s Government are content to leave this 
particular question where it is.” 

British Conservative and semi-official expression 
openly backed Japan as the champion against the 
Chinese national movement, against the Soviet Union 
and also against the United States. This received 
emphatic expression in 1934 with the sending of the. 
Federation of British Industries Mission under Lord 
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Barnby to Manchukuo and Tokio. The banker and 
leading member of this Mission, Sir Charles Seligman, 
declared in an interview to the Osaka Mainicld : 

‘‘I can that pracHcally every thinking Briton 
is in favour of a revival of the Anglo-Japanese 
Alliance.’' 

The Financial Times, in an article enticled ‘'Britain 
Discovers Manchukuo’^ (Britain was pledged by the 
League of Nations decision not to recognise Manchukuo), 
reported that 

"not wholly irresponsible opinion suggests that 
the Mission is blessed by the Government, that it is 
the Goverment^s typically British first step downwards 
to reality where formal recognition of Manchukuo 
lies, and that such recognition may lead to a 
resumption of something approaching the close 
relations which existed between Japan and Great 
Britain before 1921.” 

(Financial Times^ August 29th, J 934) 

But difficulties were destined to arise in the path of 
this lineo The experience of the federation of British 
Industries Mission was not a happy one. It became 
clear that Manchukuo was to be effectively closed to all 
non-Japanese enterprise, including British. The Japanese 
economic invasion, especially in respect of textiles, was 
pressing British interest hard throughout the Far East 
in India and even in all the markets of the world. An 
acute trade war developed between Britain and Japan; 
and Britain began to put on heavy duties in its colonies 
against Japanese goods. At the same time it became 
increasingly clear that Japanese aims were not confined 
to Northern China, leaving British interests intact, but 
were directed towards suzerainty over the whole of China, 
as openly announced in the 1934 declaration. 

The British line of co-operation with Japan was in 
fact based on the calculation that Japan could act as 
Britain's watchdog in the Far East, while Britain's own 
possessions and interest could remain intact, i.e. that 
an amicable division of spoils could be effected, with 
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Japan conducting its expansion in Northern China, and 
Britain remaining dominant in Central and Southern 
China, or, alternatively, that Japanese further ambitions 
of expansion might be diverted against the Soviet Union. 
But while Japan, like Hitler, was ready to use the 
anti-Soviet stalking horse in order to win British support 
for its policies, Japan was fully determined to establish 
its own monopolist control over the whole of China, 
and by no means to remain Britain's instrument. Just 
as Hitler paraded before British reactionary circles as 
the champion against Bolshevism, not merely for the 
purposes of ultimate war against the Soviet Union, 
but in order to advance his immediate aims of Central 
European domination, so Japan exploited in the same 
way the British reactionary hatred of the Soviet Union 
in order to advance steadily its strangle-hold on 
China. 

Even though Britain and Japan may have been able 
to work together, with increasing friction, up to the 
present point, the ultimate aims of Japanese expansion 
come inevitably into conflict with British domination 
in the Far East. These ultimate aims of expansion are 
unconcealed, and receive open expression in the literature 
of the dominant military party. They received their 
classic expression in the full “Pan-Asian^’ form in the 
famous memorandum of the Prime Minister, General 
Tanaka, to the Emperor in 1927 (whose authenticity 
has been disputed, buc never officially denied, and whose 
detailed contents have shown a close correspondence to 
the policy subsequently pursued ; the general line can 
be abundantly corroborated from a host of similar 
undisputed statements of the military party in Japan) : 

“In order to conquer China, we must first 
conquer Manchuria and Mongolia. In order to 
conquer the world, we must first conquer China, 
If we are able to conquer China, all the other 
Asiatic conntries and the countries of the South 
Seas will fear us and capitulate before us. The 
world will then understand that Eastern ^ia is 
ours .... 

“With all the resources of China at out disposal, 
we shall pass forward to the conqirest of India, 
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the Archipelago, Asia jMinor, Central Asia and 
even Europe, But the first step must be the 
seizure of control over Manchuria and Mongolia. , 

“It seems that the inevitability of crossing 
swords with Russia on the fields of Mongolia in 
order to gain possession of the wealth of North 
Manchuria is part of our programme of national 
development. .. .Sooner or later we shall have to 
fight against Soviet Russia.... 

“One day we shall have to fight against 
America. If we wish in future to gain control 
over China we must crush the United States/’ 

The fantastic ultimate aims here set out are less 
important than the immediate line of advance, which 
has been faithfully pursued in the enlarging offensive 
since 1931. It will be seen that this line of advance 
is directed towards, first, the seizure of Manchuria 
and Mongolia as the base for the conquest of China; 
second, following the seizure of Mongolia, “inevitable” 
war against the Soviet Union;, third, eventual war 
against the United States (and ultimately, by 
implication, against British imperialism) for the 
domination of all the territories of the Western 
Pacific and Eastern Asia, 

This line necessarily involves ultimate conflict 
with Britain. The inevitability of such future conflict 
has received expression in a recent book of a Japanese 
writer, Lieutenant-Commander Tot a Ishimaru, entitled 
Japan Mast Fight Britain, which declares : 

“England is on the down grade. Japan has 
started on the up grade. The two must come 
into collision, because England is trying to hold 
on to what she has, while Japan must perforce 
expand. 

“Territorial resources England has in abundance; 
she can afford to relinquish some. Japan has 
insufficient, and to her they are a matter of life 
and death. England had better swallow her 
pride, make concessions and avoid a struggle. 
The Empire of the Rising Sun must have full 
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freedom of action in Manchuria and China and 
find open doors and open arms in A ustralia • . . . 

“Should Britain not understand the elementary 
components of the present problem, Japan would 
profit by the weakening of the British Empire, 
the apathy of the Dominions and the weakness 
and decadence of the British Navy; she would 
suddenly attack that navy when it is scattered 
throughout the seven seas. Australia and New 
Zealand would be the first aims of Japanese 
conquest. Hong Kong would be taken quickly, 
and India would be helped by an invasion.’^ 

((Lieutenant Commander Tot a Ishimaru, 

Japan Must Fight Britain^ 1935) 

Thus a sharp dilemma has arisen for British 
policy. The original betrayal of collective security 
over the Japanese attack on Manchuria is coming 
home to roost. This dilemma was already sharply 
felt at the time of the Ottawa Impeeial Conference 
in 1932, and was expressed in an article of Wickham 
Steed, syndicated to the foreign Press in July 1932 : 

“The American people, convinced that armed 
force will be necessary to wipe out Japanese 
domination in the Far East, will demand a 
heavy increase of the American Navy. Leaving 
out of account the new era of armaments which 
this will open in Europe. The British Government 
will find itself in a terrible dilemma. It will be 
condemned to choose between a large increase of 
the British Navy, to maintain the famous ^parity’ 
with the United States, or the abandonment of 
its naval position in the Pacific. The more the 
situation develops in the direction of an inevitable 
conflict between the United States and Japan, 
the more cruel this dilemma will become; for* 
while an increase of naval expenditure will 
threaten the budget balance, the abandonment of 
the British naval situation in the Far East 
would compel Canada, Australia and New Zealand 
to look for their security by the side of the 
United States. 
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“It is this issue, I believe, which will be 
discussed between the sessions of the Ottawa 
Conference, as much as any of the questions on 
the formal agenda. The feeling that are 

moving to a new world war may drive the 
Dominions to enter into an agreement with Britain 
on economic and political problems,’’ 

(Wickham Steed, foreign Press article, re-translated 
from the Brussels Soir, July 8tli, 1932) 

The United States, after the collapse of the 
Washington Treaties, and after the failure of all 
diplomatic protests against the Japanese aggression, 
is now straining every nerve for future struggle with 
Japan. The calculation of such future war is open 
in the expression of American military experts : 

“Japan is our most dangerous enemy, and our 
planes should be designed to attack her/’ 

(Brigadier General Wiliam Mitchell, evidence to 
the Federal Aviation Commission in October 
1934) 

The recent book. Must We Fight in Asia ? by 
Nathaniel Peffer (New York, 1935 — published in 
England under the title Japan and the Pacific), 
discusses in detail this “inevitable” war, A first 
blow in the economic field, against both British aod 
Japanese interests, was struck by the Silver Purchase 
Act of 1934, draining China of silver and disorganising 
Chinese currency. The basic aim of countering the 
abvance of Japan underlay the recognition of the 
Soviet Union by the United States in the end 
of 1933 : 

“Economically the results of Russian recognition . 
might prove disappointing.. but Russian recognition 
had another basis, and a character far different 
from the economic implications here set forth. 

It represented a counterweight to Japanese 
aggression at Shanghai and in Manchukuo.” 

(L. M. Sears, History of American Foreign Relations, 
second edition, 1935, p, 626) 
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The American unconcealed hopes to force forward a 
Soviet-Japanese war, following recognition, were defeated 
by the pacific policy of the Soviet Union. Thus 
American policy is now concentrating on strategic 
preparations for future war with Japan, with 
considerable suspicion (as recently voiced by Senator 
Borah) that British policy may support Japan by 
a line of benevolent neutrality. The American air 
routes and air bases across the Pacific are being 
rapidly developed. The collapse of the Washington 
Treaties means that the fortification of naval bases 
now goes forward unimpeded, and that the previous 
insuperable obstacles to major naval war in the 
Pacific are in process of being removed. 

The Soviet Union stands firmly by the line of its 
peace policy, to resist all aggression, but to give way 
to no provocations to war short of direct aggression. 
The warning of Stalin’s interview in March 1936 
against any attack on Outer Mongolia, and the 
subsequent treaty for common defence between the 
Soviet Union and the Outer Mongolian People’s 
Republic, have strengthened this stand, and given 
the Japanese militarists reason to think twice before 
developing their threatened attack in this quarter. 

In this situation what is to be the alignment of 
British policy ? During 1936 Britain still wavered 
between attempting to find a basis of compromise 
with Japan for the joint spoliation of China, or 
attempting to reach an independent basis of 
understanding with the Chinese Nanking Government 
against the monopolist domination. of Japan. Proposals 
of a joint international financial loan to China in 
the beginning of 1935 sought to counter the attempted 
exclusive Japanese domination of the Nanking 
Government and maintain British financial leadership 
in China. But these proposals met with a sharp 
‘‘Hands Off’’ warning from Japan. The British Mission, 
headed by the Treasury expert, Leith Ross, to Tokio 
in the autumn of 1935 met with an unfavourable 
reception. According to the semiofficial reports of the- 
conversations in the Japanese Press, the conditions 
put forward by Japan for any form of agreement with 
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Britain not only included British recognition of 
Japanese supremacy in China, but also Britain’s 
agreement to the “Open Boor” for Japanese trade 
and capital within the boundaries of all the British 
possessions in the Far East and even within the 
British Empire as a whole. The Leith Rosa Mission 
then proceeded to Nanldng, and organised the Chinese 
currency reform, taking China off the silver standard 
and establishing an unexchangeable paper currency to 
be backed by British credits; this represented a blow 
against both the American silver policy and Japanese 
domination, and was aimed to establish British 
influence in Nanking against the Japanese moves for 
a general “Sino- Japanese agreement,’’ i. e. the 
subordination of the Nanking Government to Japanese 
control. 

Two conflicting currents of expression have 
developed in British ruling opinion in the face of the 
present dilemma in the Far East. One tendency, 
which now begins to come increasingly to the front, 
favours temporary Anglo-American co-operation 
against Japan (the view most strongly held by 
Dominions opinion, and typically voiced by General 
Smuts). The other tendency still favours support of 
Japan as the only means of safeguarding British 
interests, and looks hopefully to the possibility of 
eventual Japanese war on the Soviet Pnion as the 
utlimate solution. 

The lino of co-operation with the United States 
received expression in the speech of General Smuts 
to the Royal Institute of International Affairs in 
November *1934: 

“I would say that to me the future policj^ and 
association of our great British Commonwealth 
of Nations lie more with the U. S. A. than with 
any group in the world. If ever there comes a 
parting of the ways, if ever in the crises of the 
future we are called upon to make a choice, that, 
it seems to me, should he the company we should 
prefer to walk with and march with to the 
unknown future.. The Dominions have even 
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stronger affiliations towards the U. S. A. than 
Great Britain has. There is a community of outlook, 
of interests and perhaps of ultimate destiny 
between the Dominions and the U. S. A. 

««While, therefore, our Far Eastern policy 
should, I submit, be based on friendship with ali, 
and exclusive alliances or understandings with 
none, the ultimate objectives of that policy should 
continue to conform to that general 
American orientation which has distinguished 
it since our association with the U. S. A. in 
the Great War.*’ 


(General Smuts,, speech to the Royal Institute of 
International Affairs, November I2th, 1934) 

Following up this line, Lord Lothian wrote: 

‘'That the United States and the nations of the 
British Commonwealth will be driven together 
in resistance to Japan, if her leaders adopt the 
militarist policy is absolutely certain. It is only 
a question of time and of what disasters may 
occur in the meantime.” 

( Lord Lothian, article in the Observer, 

Nowember 18th, 1934) 

The alternative arguments, voiced especially on the 
part of British military and naval authorities, for 
continued co-operation with Japan, were expressed 
by Captain D. M. Kennedy in a series of articles on 
Japanese policy in the Far East in the Daily Telegraph 
in January 1985: 

“There can be little doubt that, whereas Japan 
can be a good friend, she would be a most 
dangerous enemy. 

“This is particularly true in respect to 
ourselves; for, in the event of an actual clash, 
Hong Kong — isolated as it is — ^would be liable to 
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become a second Pox*fe Arthur or Tsingtao, while 
our handful of troops in Shanghai and North China 
would be cut off from all possible relief. Even 
Singapore would be in none too happy a position . . 

“This is not a pleasant prospect, bnt it is one 
that would have to be faced if w^e tollowed the 
advice of those who urge an Anglo-American front 
against Japan.’’ 

( Captain D. M. Kennedy in the Daily Telegraphy 

January 31st, 1935) 

Similar arguments were presented from the Japanese 
side by the Japanese military writer, Hirata Shinsaku, 
already in 1933: 

“With the Japanese Navy as an enemy, the British 
fleet will be placed in an inferior position 
simultaneously in the Far East, the Mediterranean 
and the Atlantic; while with the Japanese Navy 
for an ally it will be absolutely supreme in the 
Atlantic and the Mediterranean with no impairment 
to the security of the British Empire in the Pacific . . 
In my view a military alliance with Japan is the 
condition precedent to the reconstruction of the 
British Empire/’ 

( Hirata Shinsaku, Japan Chronicle^ 

February 4th, 1983) 

The dilemma of British policy is the inevitable 
sequel of the betrayal of the line of collective security, 
the original support of Japanese aggression in China 
in the hope of maintaining Japanese partnership in the 
spoliation of the Far East, and the simultaneous 
hostility to the United States and to the Soviet 
Union. 

The conflicts of imperialism develop in the Far East 
with increasing sharpness, and more and more openly 
find no ultimate outcome save war. At the same time the 
national revolutionary struggle of the Chinese people 
against all the imperialists advances ; Soviet China^ 
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despite the repQrated couutor-rovolutionary offensives 
with the support of all the imporijiUst Powers, 
raaintains and builds up its strength, extending 
from its base in Szechwan tlirough Central China, 
and more and more clearly shows tlie way forward 
for all China ; the united national revolutionary 
front of the Chinese people develops. 

As this outcome, on the one hand, of inter-imperialist 
war, and on the other hand of advancing national 
revolutionary liberation of China, comes more and 
more clearly into view, alternative tendencies in the 
imperialist circle of all three countries, in Japan, in 
Britain and in the United States, increasingly endevour 
to find an illusory “ way out by seeking to turn 
the point of the Japanese aggression to be directed 
against the Soviet Union. The militarist-Fascist 
Japan are open in this ultimate aim ; and Japan 
had drawn up its military alliance with Nazi Germany 
in preparation for a future attack when the situation 
in Europe shall appear ripe. British reactionary and 
pro-Pascist circles are no less open in their support 
and encouragement of Japan in such an aim. The 
existence of similar tendencies in the United States, 
in association with the corresponding circles in Britain 
and Japan, was testified by General Graves, the 
original leader of the American army of intervention 
against the Soviet Union in the post-war period : 

‘;For prosecution of a war with a first-class Power 
Japan must have financial assistance and supplies. 
I anticipate Japan will have no diiBfioulty in getting 
all the aid she needs. There are many people in 
the United States who would be glad to assist 
in the destruction of a communist State, axid 
similar sentiments are to be found in England.*' 

( General W. S. Graves in Current History, 

August 1934) 

To these policies of playing -with fire, which find 
open expression in reactionary British and American 
as well as Japanese circles, it will be necessary to 
return in the next chapter on the relations of 
imperialism and the Soviet Union. 
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2. The United States and the Future of 
the British Empire 

The Anglo-American antagonism, which has been 
traced partially in reference to the naval issue and' 
the Pacific in the previous section, has developed, 
not only in the Far East, but all over the world, 
and especially in Southern America and the British 
Dominions. To trace the threads of this conflict in 
the South American States, in the Argentine, Brazil 
and Peru, and in the Chaco war of Bolivia and 
Paraguay, would go far beyond the compass of the 
present book. But the issue of the future 
of the British Empire, the tendencies to 
economic and political disintegration, and the counter- 
attempts of the British ruling class to draw closer 
the links and strengthen its hold, as well as the 
growing role of the United States in relation to the 
British Dominions as the expectant heir and potential 
future political centre of the English-speaking world, 
constitutes one of the major issues of imperialist 
conflict in the post-war world. 

The British Empire, the largest of the world 
empires, represents in the eyes of the rival imperialist 
Powers, the richest ultimate prize of the battle for 
the new division of the world. Formally, the British 
Empire covers 13-3 million square miles with 500 
millions of population, or rather less than a quarter 
of the earth’s surface, and roughly a quarter of the 
world’s population. If to this are added the nominally 

independent ” States of Egypt, under British 
military occupation, and Iraq, under the occupation 
,of the British Air Force, the Himalayan State, add the 
subordinate and closely associated Portuguese and 
.Dutch Empires, a total would be reached of 16 million 
square miles and 600 millions . of population within the 
sphere of influence of British imperialism. 

But the strength of British imperialism is far 
from corresponding to the size of its Empire. Ot 
the 600 millions within the Empire proper, 360 
millions represent the Indian people, steadily advancing 
in the struggle to independence ; 430 millions in all 
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or 86 per cenfc, represent subject colonial peoples of 
non-European race, held under autocratic rule, and 
in varying degrees of revolt. There remain roughly 
70 millions 'white race compared with the 
110 millions white population of the United States. 
Of these 70 millions constituting the British 
Isles ( 3 millions constituting the Irish Free States 
with deep-seated antagonisms to British imperialism) : 
while 20 millions occupying the four overseas 
Dominion countries, Canada, Australia, New Zealand 
and South Africa, represent partially independent 
secondary Imperialist Powers in only limited association 
with British imperialism. But these 20 millions, 
constituting one-hundredth part of the earth’s 
population occupy no less than one-seventh of 
earth’s surface, and maintain a rigidly exclusive 
policy limiting immigration from other than British 
sources and in practice also from British sources 
(in the thirteen years between 1919 and 1931 

inclusive, the total migration from the United 
Kingdom to Empire destinations has numbered 2*25 
millions, and in the most recent period even this 
degree of migration lias temporarily given place to 
a net surplus of returns to tlie United Kingdom). 
This contradiction^ strikes forcibly the imagination of 
other nations and races outside the Empire. The 
British Dominions contain the principal undeveloped 
and underpopulated territories of the capitalist world. 
No wonder the other imperialist Power look with 
longing eyes towards these territories, no less than to 
the rich profits of the exploitation of the subject 
colonial peoples of the British Empire. 

We have already seen how Japanese expansionist 
policy looks hopefully to inherit the British territories 
in the Pacific. We shall have occasion to see how 
Italian Fascism similarly dreams of inheriting the 
British Empire in the Mediterranean region,, in the 
Near East and Northern Africa. But alongside these 
the United States has already thrown its eyes on the 
•British and Dominions, works actively to draw them 
in its orbit. The decline and ultimate demise of the 
British Empire is widely taken for granted as a fact 
of world politics and its possessions are seen as the 
;ri chest spoils of the final battle for the new division 
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of the world. British imperialism, however, is 
straining every nerve, for the struggle to maintain 
hold of its possessions. 

In 1924 Sir Auckland Geddes, addressing a meeting 
of the English-Speaking Union under the presidency 
of Balfour, and with accompanying speeches of Baldwin 
and others, sounded a warning note. ‘^The Dominions/’ 
he said, '‘speak of us as the motherland’^; but in 
this expression, and in their attitude to Britain, 
there is an implicit suggestion of “something of old 
age, if not senility.” He continued : 

“Those who look out on the Pacific feel that 
in Washington there is an instinctive understanding 
of their difficulties which they have laboriously 
to explain in Downing Street .... It often happens 
that when our Dominions look to us here, there 
is no sympathetic answer, no understanding; and 
they look to Washington, and Washington is 
not devoid of eyes and will look back at 
them.” 

(Sir Auckland Geddes, address to the English- 
Speaking Union, Manchester Quardian 

November 12th 1934) 

This note was to be sounded with increasing 
frequency in succeeding years. “Economically and 
socially Canada may be considered as a northern 
extention of the United States , ” declared the 
United States Department of Commerce Reports 
No. 44. of 1924. “Serious-minded Australians,” 
affirmed the Prime Minister of Australia, Bruce, 
in 1925, are beginning to wonder “whether we 
are safe in depending solely on the British Navy”« 
{The Times, June lOth, 1925). Nor was it only a 
question of the Navy. New financial bonds were being 
forged. In addition to the United States displacing 
Britain as the chief foreign investor in Canada, 
the first signs of the similar penetration into Australia 
began. In July 1925. Australia, previously financed 
exclusively from London, drew a loan of 100,000,000 
dollars from New York; the city agreed “as it was 
not likely that sufficient money w^ould be available in 
London to meet Australian requirements for some time ** 
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( The July 9th, 1925 ). At tbe Imperial 

Conference in 1926 the Dominions extracted from 
British Capitalism, weakened by inner social struggle, 
the famous declaration of Dominion Independence, 
subsequently embodied in the Statute of Westminster. 
At this same conference, the Liberal political McCurdy, 
noted in the Contemporary jHevmv for December 
1926, the Dominions for the ‘ first time began to 
question the economic stability of Britain : ‘‘Not 
until the present year did it enter their heads to 
raise so intimate a question as the economic stability 
of Great Britain herself/^ In vain the British Prime 
Minister, Baldwin, pleaded at this conference that 
Britain had by 1925 lent £850 million to the 
Dominions : “Prom no other source could such large 
sums have been provided on such favourable terms.^^ 
In November 1926 the Australian Prime Minister 
brutally posed the question of British financial 
capacity to continue to supply the Dominions needs : 

“If during the next few years it is feared that 
British surplus capital is insufl&cient for a lending 
policy on the same scale as in the past, let this 
fact be freely and frankly admitted,’^ 

(S. M. Bruce, Prime Minister of Australia, 

The November 17th, 1926) 
And in the Page Memorial lecture in the same month, 
he declared : 

“That they in Australia should have a natural 
sympathy in regards to America was not greatly 
to be wondered at. They had similar problems 
of development, and another bond was a similar 
attitude of mind towards the policy of non- 
intervention with regards to troubles which arose 
from time to time in the over- civilisation of 
Europe. They felt, too, that when America struck 
the blow for liberty in the eighteenth century 
she struck a blow for all the Dominions to-day, 
and her success had found expression in their 
full measure of Empire citizenship.^* 

(S. M. Bruce, Page Memorial Lecture. 

{The Times, November 12th. 1926) 
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In 1927 the American publicist, Frank Simonds, Tras 
writing : 

“If the United States should adopt a doctrine 
in the Pacific which was like the Monroe Doctrine 
and gave our guarantee to the status quo^ then 
the last . material basis for the association of 
Britain and Australia would disappear. . . .Looking 
at the map, it is clear that there is every 
geographical reason why we may one day become 
the centre of the English’Speaking world/^ 

(Prank H. Simonds, in the American Bevietv of 
Revieios^ quoted in the British Review of Reviews^ 

Pebruary— March 1927) 

Even as late as 1934, after the British counter- 
offensive was in full swing and the American headlong 
advance had been stayed by the economic crisis, 
General Smuts could declare in bis speech in November 
1934: 

“The Dominions have even stronger afSliations 
towards the U.S.A. than Great Britain has. There 
is a community of outlook, of interests and perhaps 
of ultimate destiny between the Dominions and 
the U.S.A.^> 

(General Smuts, speech to the Royal Institute of 

International Affairs, November 12th, 1934) 

What lay behind this increasing independence 
of the British Dominions from the old British 
hegemony and orientation towards the United States 1 
Behind this process lay the increasing economic 
disintegration of the British Empire, especially in 
respect of the relations of Britain and the Dominions, 
with an accompanying political disintegration, which 
marked the post-war years. Between 1913 and 1929 
the proportion of overseas Empire imports from the 
United Kingdom fell from 44 per cent to 34 per cent 
and of exports to the United Kingdom fell from 48 per 
cent to 34 per cent. In the same period the proportion 
of overseas Empire imports from the United States 
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rose from 22 per cent to 26 per cent. Thus by 1929 
the United Kingdom held 34 per cent of Empire 
markets, while the United States had risen, despite 
Empire preferences, to 26 per cent. This figure was, 
however, exaggerated by the effects of the overwhelming 
United States dominance in the Canadian market 
(C8 per cent in 1929 agaiiist the British 15 per cent). 
Nevertheless, the American advance and British 
decline in the other Dominions and also in India was 
notable. In Australia during the same period the 
United States advanced from 14 per cent of the 
market to 25 per cent, while Britain sank from 52 
per cent to 40 per cent; in South Africa the United 
States advanced from 9 per cent to 18 per cent, 
while Britain sank from 67 per cent to 44 per cent; 
in India the United States advanced from 3 per cent 
to 9 per cent, while Britain sank from 65 per cent 
to 43 per cent. 

At the same time as the overseas Empire was 
thus moving economically away from Britain, Britain 
was becoming increasingly dependent on the overseas 
Empire. The proportion of British exports to the 
Empire (excluding the Irish Eree State) rose from 
32*9 per cent in 1913 to 40*9 per cent for the average 
of 1924—1929; the proportion of British imports from 
the Empire rose from 24*9 per cent to 30*6 per cent. 
Britain, economically weakening in foreign markets, 
was becoming more and more parasitically dependent 
on the Empire, while the Empire was moving 
economically away from the British connection. 

The Dominions, which had been originally developed 
with British capital to fulfil the colonial role of, 
agrarian auxiliaries and sources of raw materials for 
British industrial capitalism, were now advancing to 
the position of independent industrial capitalist States, 
although still financially and strategically tied to 
Britain. Between 1912 and 1931 Australian 
manufactures rose in value from £39 million to £106 
million, or from one-fifth to over one-third of the 
total production; South African manufactures rose from 
£17 million in 1911 to £112 million in 1930; Canadian 
from 1,166 million dollars gross value in 1911 to 
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2698 million dollars in 1932 (Westminster Bunk 2IontJilij 
Review for December 1934;. Meanwhile British exports 
of manufactures sank from £411 million in 1913 to 
£280 million in 1933. 

Hand in hand with this process of economic 
disintegration went increasing tendencies of political 
disintegration. Ireland had found for its republican 
independence in armed struggle against the “Black 
and Tan’’ terror of British rule, and only finally 
accepted the partition and incomplete independence 
represented by the “Irish Free State’’ in 1922 under 
the direct threat of full-scale “war” from the British 
Prime Minister. South Africa under Herzog pressed 
for independence and the right of secession. The 
Australian Prime Minister, as we have seen, quoted 
the American war of Independence as the model 
which had “struck a blow for all the Dominions to-day.*’ 
The Chanak crisis in 1922 had revealed that 
the Dominions would not necessarily stand with 
Britain in the event of war. The Locarno Pact in 
1925 was signed by Britain without the Dominions. 
At the Imperial Conference in 1929 the Dominions 
united to extract from Britain the declaration of 
extreme Dominion autonomy, expressed in the resolution 
defining the relations of the United Kingdom and 
the Dominions as “Autonomous communities within 
the British Empire, equal in status, in no way 
subordinate to one another in any aspect of their 
domestic and or external affairs, though united by a 
common allegiance to the Crown, and freely 
associated in membership of the British 

Commonwealth of Nation,” But the report of the 
Committee on Inter-Imperial Relation, which contained 
this definition, hastened to qualify it by laying down 
that “the principles of equality and similarity, 
appropriate to status do not universally extend to 
function,” and that in respect of foreign policy 
“it was frankly recognised that in this sphere, as 
in the sphere of defence, the major share of 

responsibility rests now and must for some time 
continue to rest on His Majesty^s Government in Great 
Britain.” It has also been noted that the Statute 
of Westminster of 1931, which gave legal exprersion 
to the decisions reached, excludes the Constitutioris 
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of the Dominions from alteration except under the 
conditions previously prevailing. 


The British ruling class was not disposed to 
accept passively the tendencies to economic and 
political disintegration. The siguihcance of the 
1926 Declaration, extorted under conditions of extreme 
inner difficulty, was minimised in official quarters. 
‘Tt may have its uses for quotation to suspicious 
nationalists, but that is all/* was the opinion of 
The Times editorial of November 22nd, 1926, which 
dismissed the new definition as equivalent to no 
more than a ‘'trifling change’’ in the title of the 
King. The “Round Table” of March 1927 noted that 
the dominions had been granted “everything except 
the right of secession,*’ The legal expert of British 
officialism, Professor J. H. Morgan, in an address to 
the Inns of Court in 1929, under the presidency 
of the Lord Chancellor objected to the “current 
misuse of the term, the sovereignty of the Dominions’’ 
and laid down that the 1926 Declaration “certainly 
was not law ; it was a political, not a legal act. . . 
Dominion status had never been defined by the 
Privy Council.’* (The Westminster Statute of 1931 
and the Privy Council decision of 1935 on the Power 
of the Irish Free State to abrogate the Irish Treaty 
have since destroyed the validity of this argument). 
He continued : 

“The Dominions were not legally independent 
sovereign States, because they had not an 
independent right of making war. If war were 
declared by the King on the advice of his 
Minister in Downing Street, nothing short of a 
declaration of independence could achieve the 
neutrality of the Dominions.” 


(Professor J. H. Morgan, Rhodes lectures to the ' 
Inns of Court, The Times, March 16th, 1929) 


American imperialism (as also the Dominions) 
took a different view of the significance of the 1926 
Declaration. As the. Washington Post announced : ' 
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The United States must deal separately 
hereafter with the nations of the British 
Commonwealth. 

( Washington Post, November 22nd, 1926 ) 

But it was above all in the economic sphere 
that the British imperialists set to work to counter 
the trends of break-up and draw closer the loosening 
bonds of Empire. The effort towards some from of 
Empire Customs Union had developed since the later 
nineteenth century. 

“ In 1896, at a banquet at the Canada Club in 
London, Mr, Chamberlain, then Colonial Secretary, 
had broached the idia of a Zollverein, an inter- 
imperial Customs Union. Free Trade was to 
reign within the empire, and a common fiscal 
policy was to be adopted towards foreign countries. 
This suggestion was, however, rejected by the 
colonies, who for revenue reasons found it 
impossible to dispense with their tariffs. 

(G. Urage, The Imperial Organisation of Trade 

1911, p. 43) 

This effort, despite active propaganda, broke down 
against the inevitable antagonism of interests ; on 
the one side, of the dominions, which were not 
content to remain the agrarian appendages of British 
capitalism, but were concerned to develop their 
own independent industries ; and, on the other side, 
to the world interests of the still dominant British 
manufactures, commerce, shipping and finance, with 
two-thirds of British trade outside the Empire, and an 
elaborate established world network, to which the 
policy of Free Trade still corresponded* All that was 
achieved was the very limited measure of colonial 
preference i and with respect to the practical value of 
these the Balfour Committee ‘^Survey of Overseas 
'Markets’^ in 1924 had reported “the remarkable fact th§.t 
the main increase of tariff rates on British exports 
has been within the British Empire, where the average 
ad valorem incidence has risen by nearly two thirds. 
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while in foreign countries, despite the great increase 
in the United States tariff, the average ad valorem 
incidence has decreased by one-fifth.*’ 

Under the conditions, however, of the increasing 
weakening of British capitalism in the world field in 
the post-war period, and especially in the face of the 
advancing and successful competition of American 
capitalism, a renewed effort was made to fall back on 
the inner lines of privileged markets and sources of 
supply within the Empire and to organise a degree of 
closer Empire economic unity. The dream of a 
“self-contained Empire** (or “Empire Free Trade, in 
the phrase of the Melchett-Beaverbrook campaign of the 
most active Conservative forces during this period) 
could not find any realisation in the world of facts, 
owing to the extremely contradictory conditions. In 
1913 three-fourths of British imports Avere drawn from 
outside the Empire, and tAVo-thirds of British exports 
went outside the Empire ; and even by 1929 this 
proportion had only very slightly changed. On the 
other hand, the total of Empire exports could not in 
respect of many important commodities supply British 
import requirements, the deficiency being especially 
marked in the case of beef, mutton, oats, barly bacon and 
butter ; while in respect of other important commodities 
the total Empire . exports could not be absorbed by 
the total British imports and must necessarily fight for 
entry into foreign markets, the surplus being especially 
high in the case of Avheat and wool (see L. St. Clare 
Grondona, Empire Stock-Taking, for detail figures). 
Finally there could be no question of the Dominions 
surrendering their tariffs against British manufactures. 
The dream of “Empire Tree Trade^’ or a “self-contained 
Empire” was thus only a propagandist myth. All that 
could be attempted was to make some partial closer 
economic adjustments. 

This attempt was made at the Ottawa Empire 
Economic Conference in 1932. Britain registered the 
demise of its former world-monopoly by the abandonment 
of Free Trade and the adoption of a complete tariff 
system ; and saddled itself with a heavy network of 
duties and veiled duties, through quotas, on its. foed 
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supplies in order to Trin from the Dominions a 
more-favoured entry for its manufactures. The 
Dominions preferences in return were, however, of 
very limited value, since the rates of duty remained 
high ; by' 1934 the Federation of British Industries 
Memorandum on Commerical Policy was complaining 
that '‘the Ottawa agreements have proved more 
beneficial to the Dominions than to Great Britain.’’ 

The Ottawa agreements were a weapon of economic 
war, directed principally against the United States, 
and an attempt to counteract the disintegrating 
tendencies of the Empire. The British Prime Minigter, 
Baldwin, stated the issue on the eve of the 
Conference : 


“We were definitely at the parting of the 
ways .... We had got either to advance in the 
direction of closer fiscal relationships within the 
Empire, or to drift apart.” 

(Stanley Baldwin, House of Commons, 

June 16th, 1932) 

The Federation of British Industries openly 
proclaimed the aim to prevent ‘'domination of some 
foreign economic group” over the Dominions : 

“If the nations of the Empire decide, instead of 
co-operation, to stand alone, each one of them must 
eventually all under the domination of some foreign 
economic group,” 

(Federation of British Industries Memorandum on 
Empire Economic Policy for the Ottawa Conference) 

American opinion no less definitely recognised them as 
a weapon of war. The House of Representative majority 
leader, Rainey, proclaimed them '‘most dangerous to 
the United States.” Official American estimates placed 
the loss involved to American trade at 300 million 
dollars {The Times, August 24th, 1932). 

It is too early to estimate the final effects of the 
Ottawa agreements, which are only one symptom of 
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the gathering economic war of the imperialist blocs. 
They have had a limited success in checking for a 
period the tendencies to disintegration, but very 
limited, and mainly in the sense of increasing the 
parasitic dependence of Britain on the Empire. The 
proportion of British exports to the Empire (excluding 
the Irish Free State) has risen from 32*9 per cent in 
1913 and 41*1 per cent in 1931 to 41*8 per cent in 
1933. The proportion of British imports from the 
Empire has risen from 24.9 per cent in 1913 and 28 8 
per cent in 1931 to 36*9 per cent in 1933 (Sir George 
Sehuste, ‘‘Empire Trade Before and After Ottawa,” 
Bconomisi Supplement, November 3rd, 1934). Subsequent 
figures indicate a further continuation of this line. It 
will be seen that the main eiSfect has been to increase 
the role of Britain as a market for the Dominions, 
but to increase very little the weakening hold of 
Britain on Empire markets. The proportion of Empire 
imports from Britain, which had fallen from 44 per 
cent in 1913 to 34 per cent in 1929, had only risen to 
36 per cent by 1933. On the other hand, a blow has 
been dealt, for the time being at any rate, to American 
penetration of Empire markets. Between 1931 and 
1933 the proportion of Canadian imports from the 
Uhited States fell from 60*6 per cent to 54*5 per cent, 
while British rose from 18*3 to 24*2 per cent ; of New 
Zealand imports from 15*8 percent to 11*4 percent, 
while British rose from 49 per cent to 51 per cent ; of 
Indian imports, from 9*9 per cent to 6*1 per cent, 
while British rose from 36*7 per cent to 41*8 per cent. 
In this process, however, the effects of the economic 
depression and of currency divisions have probably had 
more influence than Ottawa. 


This economic struggle is only one aspect of the 
wider developing struggle. The conflict between British 
and American imperialism, and in particular between 
the dynamic invading forces penetrating the British 
Empire and the counter-offensive of the -weakening 
British imperialism to maintain and strengthen its 
hold, goes forward ceaselessly in all fields to increasing 
intensity with no solution within the conditions of 
imperialism. There is neither an automatic American 
erconomic victory (the illusion expressed' in Ludwell 
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Denny^s America Conquers Britain, written as a paean to 
America’s “inevitable” world economic triumph, on the 
eve of the American economic crash, and published in 
1930), nor an automatic collapse of the British Empire. 
There is only the certainty of increasing condict* with 
the possibility of eventual war so long as imperialism 
remains. 

3. The Fascist Revisionist Offensive : (/) Italy 

Alongside the gathering extra-European issues, wliicli 
have their cent to of contlagration in the Far East, there 
remains the other main area of world -conflict for the 
new division of the world, the area which has its centre 
in the Fascist revisionist offensive in Europe, with the 
point of the drive to war directed to Eastern, Central 
and South Eastern Europe, and extending, across the 
Mediterranean, in Northern Africa and the Near East. 
The primary leader and organiser of this war offensive 
in Europe in Nazi Germany. The secondary leader, in 
the Mediterranean region, is Fascist Italy. 

The advent of Hitler to power in Germany in 1933 
brought the Fascist revisionist war offensive to the 
forefront. In the present period this offensive dominates 
the European situation. 

The revisionist offensive against Versailles in 
Europe was in any case bound to develop, and 
had already developed in the pre-Hitler period, 
Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria were 
associated in opposition to the provisions of 
the Peace Treaties, against the grouping of France, 
Poland and the Little Entente. In so far as the 
revisionist movement at that time represented the 
opposition of the weaker, defeated and 
disarmed States to the injustices of Versailles, and 
France at that time was the leader of the most 
powerful reactionary imperialist forces, fighting to 
maintain the Versailles domination, high armaments, 
and against the Soviet Union, during this period the 
Soviet Union, and similarly Turkey, found themselves 
frequently on the same side as the revisionist grouping 
on a number of issues, notably disarmament. The 
Rapalio Treaty of 1922 between Germany and Soviet 
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Russia was continued in the Berlin Treaty of 1926. 
At the same time Italy, representing the dissatisfied 
element among the victor Powers, sought, for the 
purpose of its own expansionist aims, to associate 
itself with the revisionist forces. Thus there developed 
a division of forces in Europe in the pre-Hitler period 
which was widely regarded as a basic new alignment. 
Such was the thesis of the book of V. de Balia, The 
N CIO Balance of Poiver in Europe, appeared in 1932, 
and in w'hich the author defined Iiis aim: 

‘‘The present study is an attempt to describe the 
formation of a new European balance of power with 
its possible consequences of war or peace. Two 
political groups aro racing to attain military 
supremacy. One of these groups seeks to maintain 
the political structure of Europe; the other strives to 
change it/* 

( F. De Balia, Preface to The Neto Balance of Power 

in Europe, 1932) 

This general definition of the gathering new conflict of 
imperialism in Europe was not incorrect. But the 
attempt to define specifically the two camps was less 
successful. In the revisionist camp the author placed, 
not only Germany, Italy, Hungary and Bulgaria, but 
also the Soviet Union and Turkey. In the alternative 
camp the author placed France, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Rumania and Jugoslavia. The events of subsequent 
years 'were to show the shortcomings of this 
analysis. 

It is manifest that under the conditions of imperialism 
the issue of revision raises sooner or later the issue of 
war. There has never been a peaceful revision of 
treaties in respect of any major issue affecting the 
territorial frontiers of the Powers, The nearest approach 
to an exception has been the peaceful dissolution of 
the union of Sweden and Norway in 1905; but here no 
Power-relations were affected. The League of Nations 
Covenant contains formal provision for the revision of 
treaties; but, as noted in Chapter V, that clause has 
remained a dead-letter, and attempts to operate it have 
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been in practice dismissed without a hearing. As 
Tardieu on behalf of French imperialism openly declared 
in 1930: 

“If a programme of revision were placed on the 
agenda of an international conference with some 
prospect of success, within two months we should 
have world war.^’ 

(Tardieu in the French Chamber of Deputies, 

November 14th, 1930) 

The prospects of peaceful revision within the conditions 
of imperialism are not promising. The existing 
injustices and forms of national oppression under the 
peace treaties will only finally find their solution, if 
they are not to be made the issue of war, in a deeper 
social and political transformation. 

For this reason it is necessary to distinguish sharply 
in dealing with the question of “revision’^ under present 
conditions. The plea for revision may be in itself a 
peaceful and justified plea against the manifest injustices 
of existing treaties. But no soon as tlie issue of revision 
becomes the basis of an imperialist grouping^ it takes on an 
entirely different character as the open challenge to tear for 
a new division of territories^ not with any ideal aim of 
removing injustices, but with the aim of new conquests and 
spoliations to turn the existing balance the other way 
round. 

This is the character of the Fascist revisionist 
war offensive, and this is the significance of the role 
of Fascism as the leader of the revisionists campaign. 
Eevisionism is the banner under which Fascism 
pursues its expansionist war aims, 

ItaEan Fascism had already signiflc^tly 
demonstrated the role before the advent ot Hitler. 
The Italian claims to expansion, registered in the 
London Treaty of Britain, France and Italy in 1915 
(althongh circumvented in respect of Asia Minor by 
the British-French Sykes-^Picot agreement behind Italy’s 
hack in 1916), had“heen in -great part thwarted by 
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the dominant Powers at the Peace Gonforonce. As 
later in Germany, so in Italy, Fascism developed first 
in these countries as the weapon of the bourgeoisie in 
a weakened imperialist country, nob only against 
the working-class revolution, but also in order to pursue 
its offensive war aims against the others Powers, the 
internal and external role of Fascism being in fact 
closely related. 

For a number of years previous to Hitler’s coming 
to power Italian Fascism had actively voiced 
the revisionist claims. In his speech to the Senate 
on June 5th^ 1928, Mussolini called specifically for 
the revision of Versailles ; and again in his speech at 
Naples on October 25th, 1931, he attached the 
“territorial absurdities’^ oi the post-war settlements : 
“It is impossible to talk about the reconstruction of 
Europe if certain clauses of Peace Treaties . . . are 
not changed Needless to say, in thus demanding, 
in a manner of high statesmanship, the revision of the 
“territorial absurdities’^ of the post-war settlements, 
Mussolini did not and that he had no intention of 
surrendering the non Italian population of South 
Tyrol, secured to Italy by the Treaty of St. Germain, 
but that he was only concerned to secure a free 
path for Italian expansionist aims in the Balkans, 
in Africa and Asia Minor. 

But it was not until the effects of tho world 
economic crisis had developed, and Hitler had come to 
power in Germany that the road was open for 
the revisionist war offensive of Fascism to 
enter on the path of action. An attempt 
to reach a combined foreign policy of the two 
leading Fascist war dictatorship was’ made at the 
Venice meeting of Hitler and Mussolini in June 1934 ; 
but this* attempt broke down over the antagonism 
for the control of Austria. Italy built up its bloc on 
the basis of a close alliance with Austria and 
Hungary (embodied in the Rome Pact of fllie three 
countries in March 1934, and further strengthened in 
■the second Rome Pact of March 1936). Germany was 
not ready for action until a heavy process of 
rearmanent, throwing ‘off the military shackles of 
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Versailles, could be completed* Thus it was Italy 
that first went iato action with the launching of the 
war on Abyssinia in 1935. The Fascist war offensive 
had begun. 

The Italian side of the Fascist war offensive came 
into conflict with the interests of British imperialism. 
British policy had given a considerable measure of 
support to the Fascist revisionist offensive, assisting 
diplomatically and materially the process of German 
re-armament, both as a means to counter French 
hegemony in Europe, and also with the ultimate 
aim, on the part of powerful reactionary sections, 
to encourage the Nazi plans of aggression in Eastern 
Europe against the Soviet Union. This dangerous 
policy now produced its first boomerang effect. For 
the Fascist war offensive first broke out in a quarter 
highly inconvenient to the interests of British 
imperialism. 

The possibility of the Italian conquest of Abyssinia 
was not in itself looked upon as undesirable from 
the standpoint of British interests. As the Maffey 
Inter-Departmental Committee Report in June 1935 
made clear, such a conquest might be ‘"a boon’* in 
peace conditions, though menace in wartime. 
Even the special British interests in Lake Tana and 
the basin of the Nile could be secured by a joint 
spoliation if Britain obtained the dominant position 
in Northern Abyssinia. 

‘ 'Whereas in case iof war between Great Britain 
and Italy an efficient Italian control of Abyssinia 
would be a menace to neighbouring British 
posssssions, it would be a boon in normal everyday 
administration. . . , 

“The principal British interest in Abyssinia is 
constituted by Lake Tana and the basin of Nile*. 
Should Abyssinia disappear as an independent State 
the British Government should try to obtain 
territorial control over a corridor joining it with 
the Sudan.” 

(Report of the Inter-Deparmental Committee 
presided over by Sir John Maffey, Permanent 
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Under-Secretary of the Colonial Office, June 1935, 
published in the OiornaU d' Italia, February 19th, 
1936, and reprinted in The Times 

February 20th, 1936) 

Thus a settlement by joint spoliation was not 
impossible, so far as local interests were concerned. 
But it was the wider strategic interests involved, 
the '^menace in case of war.^^ and the wider aims of 
Italian offensive, that raised the problem. Control of 
the mediterranean and the Red Sea represented for 
Britain its vital line of communication with its Empire 
in Africa, the Near and Middle East, India and 
Australia. An Italian dominance in the region of the 
Bed Sea, on the basis of control of a solid block of 
Eritrea, Abyssinia and Somaliland, as w’ell as 
of Yemen on the other shore, meant not only a 
deadly peril to that line of communication, but was 
also regarded as the starting-point for an ultimate 
converging attack, from Libya in the west and 
Abyssinia on the south, for the conquest of the Sudan 
and Egypt. For there was no doubt of the ultimate 
plans of Italian imperialism. As one of the loading 
and far from alarmist organs of British imperialism 
stated : 

“There is some reason for thinking that 
Signor Mussolini has long been convinced 
that the only way in which Italy would meet her 
essential needs for outlets for her population, and 
for markets and raw materials, was at the expense 
of the British Empire. It is said that his idea 
to build a fleet that would end the British naval 
preponderance in the Mediterranean ; to annex 
Abyssinia, partly in order to settle Italians there, 
partly as a market and a source of raw materials, 
but partly in order to create a formidable army 
of black janissaries ; and then, after building 
railw^ays and aerodromes and roads in Libya 
leading to the Egyptian and Sudanese frontiers, 
to take the first opportunity created by an 
international crisis to seize the Sudan and Egypt 
and all British possessions in the Eastern 
Mediterranean. It is also alleged that, like many 
continental dictators before, him. Signor Mussolini 



Main Areas of Conflict 


259 


bad come to the conclusion that Great Britain 
and the Dominions were ‘pacifist^ and effete, 
and that the British Commonwealth was a "stranded 
whale^ from which blubber could be" cut with 
impunity/’ 

(The Bound Table, December 1935) 

This was the aspect of the Italian offensive which 
brought British imperialism into action. In contrast 
to the piwious passivity in the face of the Japanese 
invasion of Manchuria, and in contrast to the previous 
line of continious minimising of the League of Nations 
Covenant and of the whole conception of collective 
security (as in the classic Balfour declaration of 
1925, and illustrated again as late as November 
1925, in the Baldwin declaration that ‘*'a collective 
peace system is perfectly impracticable” and hardly 
worth considering^’), British policy now sought to 
make a sudden turn and to utilise the Covenant in 
order to mobilise the support of other countries against 
Italy, while at tlie same time continuously making 
offer to Italy for a settlement of partial spoliation, 
in defiance of the Covenant, at the expense of 
Abyssinia. 

But this two-faced policy only ended in the 
paralysis of effective resistance to the Italian 
aggression. The belated and half-hearted attempts to 
invoke the Covenant broke . against, not only the 
pledges of partition to which both Britain and France 
were committed to Italy, but still more against the 
general policy of support of the Fascist revisionist 
offensive which Britain was pursuing in ^ the 
■wider international field. In the face of British 

support of Nazi Gormany, France had made 

up its differences with Italy and concluded the 

Franco-Italian Rome Agreement in January 
1935, leaving Italy a free hand in its colonial 

expansion aims in Africa. France was, accordingly, not 
prepared to take any effective action against Italy, 
unless Britain could give France a definite pledge of a 
parallel stand against any aggression of Nazi Germany 
in Europe. Just this pledge Britain was not prepared 
to give. E'^'ery insistent question from France met with 
an evasive answer, as in the ' British Note of September 
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1935, insisting on ^^elasticity^^ in the interpretation of 
the Covenant in such a case: 

“111 the case of a resort to force, it is clear that 
there may be degrees of culpability and degrees of 
aggression, and that consequently in cases Tvhere 
Article 16 applies, the nature of the action 
appropriate to be taken under it may vary according 
to the circumstances of each particular case ...... 

Elasticity is a part of security the world is 

not static.^' 

(British Note of September 26th, 1935, in reply 
to the French Inquiry of September lOth. 1935, 
as to the British attitude with regard to collective 
action in the case of aggression in Europe) 

Thus Britain refused to give Frence any guarantee of a 
collective stand against German Nazi aggression in 
Europe- So long as this was not forthcoming, France 
preferred to make sure of the support of Italy, and in 
practice impeded the demand for a collective stand 
against the Italian Fascist aggression in Africa. In this 
way, on the basis of the British-French antagonism, 
and, in particular, of the British support of Nazi 
Germany, as well as of the general imperialist 
entanglement with the aims of Italian expansion and 
fears of weakening the Fascist regime in Italy, the 
policy of collective security broke down in practice before 
the Fascist war offensive, which carried its slaughter 
and destruction among the Abyssinian people, unimpeded 
by the very weak and partial economic sanctions. 

The unchecked success of the Italian war on 
Abyssinia dealt a heavy blow, not only to the League of 
Nations whose impotence was once again demonstrated 
but also to British imperialism, which had been actively 
concerned in the issue, but which had been paralysed 
by the contradictions of its own policy, aud had only 
encouraged Abyssinian resistance without giving any 
effective assistance to Abyssinia (even the ban on arms 
to Abyssinia had been maintained, in defiance of the 
1930 Treaty, until after the outbreak of war, a ban on 
financial assistance to Abyssinia was maintained 
throughout, despite many appeals). The outcome still 
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further increased the dilemmas of British policy. 
Although Mussolini, after the establishment of Italian 
power at Addis Ababa, announced (in an interview to 
the Daily Mail) that Italy could henceforth be reckoned 
among the satisfied Powers, and had no further 
ambitions, such assurances— familiar in the technique 
of Fascist,and indeed of all imperialist, diplomacy —could 
deceive none. It was manifest that Italian aims of 
expansion were only whetted by the absence of resistance 
to the Abyssinian aggression, and were being pushed 
actively forward, both in relation to the Balkans and 
ultimately in relation to the existing British interests 
and possessions in the Mediterranean. Once again the 
betrayal of collective security was coming home 
to roost, 

The international negotiations and manoeuvres which 
had accompanied the Italian war on Abyssinia, and 
especially the sharp interchanges of Britain and France, 
no less than the Ehineland crisis which broke out in the 
spring of 1936, taking advantage of situation created by 
the Italo- Abyssinian war, made abundantly clear that 
the major issue dominating the international political 
situation w^as not the Italian war on Abyssinia, but the 
question of Nazi Germany. This was the decisive issue 
governing alike the policies of Britain and of France: 
Italy, which for thirteen years of the Fascist regime, 
despite all its w^arlike boasts, bad been compelled to play 
a small role in the international field, confining its 
outbursts to minor bullying escapades like the 
bombardment of Corfu, had only now been able to break 
loose and enter on a full war of conquest, 
because the whole international situation had been 
thrown into confusion by the advance of Nazi 
Germany. The Italian war on Abyssinia was in fact 
only the prelude of the Fascist war offensive. The 
real heart and centre of the Fascist war of offensive, 
more and more visibly dominating the whole European 
situation in present period, is Nazi Germany. 

4, The Fascist Revisionist Offensive : Hi) Nazi 
Germany 

The advent of Hitler to power in Germany in 1933 
transformed the international political situation. 
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Internally, it meant the domination of the most savage 
and dceadent class-dictatorship of reaction known 
to history, the open enemy of all culture, controlling 
the lever of the technically most highly developed 
and powerful capitalist country ontside the United 
States. Externally, it meant the oj)en drive to war 
unconcealed aims of aggression and territorial 
expansion, so soon as the necessary rearmament and 
diplomatic preparations were complete, on the past 
of this new type of ^'totalitarian’’ imperialist State 
which outstripped every previous imperialist model in 
w’orking to organise the entire population, economy 
and ideology as a single co-ordinated and disciplined 
war machine. The crimes and illusions of the earlier 
post-war period, of Versailles on the one hand and of 
the social democratic policies on the other, had reaped 
their dragons’ crop. 

The aggressive, expansionist aims of Nazi Germany 
are open and unconcealed. They follow from the 
wkole character of German “National Socialism” or 
Fascism as the scientifically worked out instrument 
of the most imperialist, chauvinist and reactionary 
elements of German finance-capital, and of its loading 
military organ, the General Staff, fighting, not only 
to crush the inner-revolutionary movement of socialism, 
but to reverse the outcome of the w^ar of 
1914 — 1918, to establish German military hegenomy 
in Europe and ultimately on a world scale, 
and thus to win adequate scope for German finance- 
capital. 

These aims are set out with basic clearness in the 
bible of German Fascism, and the only authoritative 
exposition of its doctrine, Hitler^s Mein Kampf ('^My 
Struggle’^ -it is to be noted that the English version 
issued under this title, with the permission of the 
German Government, is a considerably abbreviated 
version, omitting many of the most significant bellicose 
passages, still circulated in Germany ; there exists a 
complete French translation, under the title, Mon 
Ootnbat, against which German attempts were made 
in vain, through the French law courts, to secure its 
suppression). Since attempts . are made to-day by Nazi 
propaganda to confuse the innocent outside Germany 



Main Areas of Oovflict 


263 


by suggestion that MeUi Kampf has been rendered 
‘‘out of date’'" by the subsequent ‘-peace speeches’’ of 
Hitler in power, it is necessary to recognise, first, that 
Alein Kampf continues to be circulated under 
Government auspices in millions of copies in Germany 
as the official and authoritative exposition of the 
ruling Nazi doctrine, to be learnt and studied by every 
inhabitant 1 ; second, that direct requests and challenges 
from the heads of neighbouring States (as in the 
presidential speech of Molotov at the Seventh All-Union 
Soviet Congress in 1935, and in the speech, of the 
French Premier, Flandin, on March 20th, 1936) to 
repudiate directly the expression of open expansionist 
aims contained therein have been met so far 
with continuous refusal to repudiate them ; and 
third, that the method of deliberate propagandist 
deception, as hy “peace speeches” before the time 
is ripe for the attack, is recognised and extolled 
in Nazi doctrine as a legitimate and necessary 
weapon (plentiful examples of this method of Hitler’s 
diplomacy are already available, as in the original 
solemn pledge ‘Voluntarily^’ to accept and maintain 
Locarno, and the subsequent repudiation ; the 
declaration after the Saar vote that no further question 
affecting the frontiers remained between France and 
Germany, and the subsequent coup to re-militarise the 
Rhineland ; or the concealment and misinformation 
with regard to the Air Force, which, according to 
Baldwin’s subsequent confession, completely “misled^’ 
the British National Government), 2 Alein Kampf 

1. <‘3ompare the oJOacial circular issued by Dr. Rust, Prussian 
Minister of Education, and subsequently Reich Minister of 
Education, iuimediately after the installation of the Nazi 
regime in March 1933 : 

“I ask the school authorities to take special care for the 
provision of the schools with suitable books. First place 
has, of course, to be given to the Leader’s Mein Kampf. 
There must soon be not a single boy or girl who has not 
read this work, and it is the task of every teacher to elevate 
the spirit of true National Socialism as it is embodied in 
Mein Kampf as the guiding principle of his teaching.” 

2. The general principle is expressed in the book of Colonel 
Hierl, on© of the leading military authorities of the Nazi 
regime, entitled Foundations of German War Politics : 

“There are two kinds of pacifism ; the true pacifism which 
is a product of timidity, and the false which is a recognised 
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remains the official and up to the time of writing, 
uiirepudiated statement of policy of the present ruling 
dictatorship of Germany. 

What, then, are the teachings of 3Iein Kam'pf with 
regard to the aims of the foreign policy of the Nazi 
reationary rubbish, racial megalomania, pogrom - 
incitements against Jews, Czechs, Poles, Slavs, the 
“bastardised'* ‘‘negroid" French, and similar “inferior 
races,'* and confine attention to the specific statements 
of aims of foreign policy. All quotations are taken 
from the 1936 edition of 3Iem Kampf (17 1st edition), 
as officially circulated in Germany at the time of 
writing. 

First, war is held forward as the ideal for the 
human race, peace as ruin : 

“In eternal warfare mankind has become great-— in 
eternal peace mankind would be ruined** (p, 149). 

Second, the aim of every alliance must be war : 

“An alliance whose aim does not include the 
intention of war is senseless and worthless** (p, 749). 

Third, the central principle of German foreign policy, 
its “political testament,** must bo to strike down every 
other military Power in Europe : 

“The political testament to the German nation 
for its external activity will and must always 
proclaim : Never permit two continental Powers 
to arise in Europe. In every attempt to organise a 
second military Power on the German frontier, even 
though it be only by the formation of a State 

political weapon, indisponsable to any preparation of war. 
This lulls the adversary by peaceful profossions and thus 
tempts him to neglect his armed defences. The potential foe 
is thereby enveloped in a smokescreen of verbiage which 
serves the further purpose of concealing our own 
atmaments.’* 

This technique of “pacifiism** is familiar to all imperialism ; but 
like all the other technical methods of imperialism, it has been 
carried to a very highly developed point by the Naasi regime. 
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capable of becoming a military Power, you must see 
an attack on Germany, and 3"ou must consider it 
not only your right, but your duty to prevent such 
a State coming into existence by all possible means, 
including the use of force of arms, and if such a 
State has already come into being, it must once 
again be shattered’^ (p. 754). 

Fourth, the aims of the revisionist offensive, for the 
re-conquest of Germany ‘dost territories,^^ can only 
be achieved by war : 

“It is necessary to understand clearly that the 
reconquest of the lost territories cannot be achieved 
by solemn appeals to Almighty God or pious hopes 
in a League of Nations, but only by armed force^’ 
(p, 708j. 

“Suppressed provinces are not led back into the 
lap of an empire by flaming protests, but through a 
well-sharpened sword. To forge this sword is the 
object of a people^s domestic policy ; to see that 
this process of forging is carried out in security and 
to seek allies in arms is the object of its foreign 
policy” (p. 689). 

Fifth, the central aim of German foreign policy must 
be the conquest of territory : 

“In contrast to the attitude of the representatives 
of that period (the pre-war period), we must return 
to the recognition of the above standpoint for all 
our foreign policy : namely, to bring our territory 
into harmony with the numbers of our people * . . . 
land and territory as the aim of our foreign 
policy^^ (p. 735} . 

Sixth, the aim of the revisionist offensive cannot 
be confined to the re-conquest of the frontiers of 1914, 
which are insufficient alike from a racial and from a 
military-geographical point of view : 

“The demand for the restoration of the frontiers 
of 1914 is a political lunacy.. ..The frontiers of the 
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Reich in 1914 were anything but logical. They 
were in reality neither complete, as regards the 
unification of people of German nationality, nor 
reasonable in respect of their military -geographical 
suitability ... .The frontiers of 1914 mean for the 
future of the German nation nothing whatever’’ 
(pp. 736-738). 

Seventh, the aim of German foreign policy for the 
conquest of new territory must be directed especially 
to Eastern Europe, to conquer territory from the States 
of Eastern Europe, and in particular from the Soviet 
Union and from the border States. 


‘*For Germany the only possibility for the carrying 
out of a sound territorial policy lay in the 
winning of new land in Europe itself— . .When one 
would have new territory and land in Europe, this 
could in general only happen at the cost of Russia’^ 
. (pp. 153 — 154). 

“We stop the eternal march to the south and 
west of Europe and turn our eyes towards the land 
in the East, ....If we speak of land in Europe 
to-day we can only think in the first instance of 
Russia and the border States under her influence. 
Fate itself seems here to point the way forward 
for us., ..The giant State in the East is ripe for 
collapse’’ (p. 743). 

“The future aim of our foreign policy must be 
neither a Western nor an Eastern orientation, but 
an Eastern policy in the sense of the conquest of 
the necessary homestead for our German people” 
(p. 757). 

Eighth, in order to realise these expansionist aims, 
Germ^y should strive to build up an alliance with 
Britain and Italy, so as to break the Entente, isolate 
the **mortal enemy,’’ France, and secure strategical 
freedom of movement, since at the present stage there 
cannot yet be question of challenging Britain as a 
world Power ; 
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‘‘England does not want Germany as a world 
Power, France does not want Germany as a Power 
at all. An important difference. At the present 
day we are not fighting for the position of a world 
Power, but for the existence of our country, the 
unity of our nation and bread for our children. If 
we look from this standpoint for allies in Europe, 
there are only two States, England and Italy^* 
(p. 699). 


“Such an alliance (with England and Italy) 
w'ould give Germany the possibility to carry 
forward undisturbed the preparations which must 
be carried forward in order, from within such a 
coalition, in one way or another, to reach a final 
reckoning within such a coalition, in one way or 
another, to reach a final reckoning with France. 
For the significance of such an alliance lies 
precisely in this, that Germany is thereby not at 
the mercy of a sudden invasion, but that the 
opposing alliance is broken, the Entente, which 
has caused us so much misfortune, is dissolved, 
and thereby the mortal enemy of our nation 
France, is condemned to isolation. Even if auch a 
success produced at first only a moral effect, it 
would suffice to secure for Germany a hitherto 
inconceivable freedom of movement. The effective 
initiative would lie in the hands of the new 
European English-*6erman-Italian alliance, and no 
longer with France. The further consequence 
would be that at a stroke Germany would be freed 
from its unfavourable strategic position. The 
powerful protection of its flank on one side, and 
the full assurance of supplies of foodstuffs and raw 
materials on the other, would be the splendid 
result of this new configuration of States'* 
(pp. 755-756). 

Ninth, the final aim, described in the “Conclusion*' ] 
appended to the book, is German world hegemony : 

“Germany must of necessity win the place in the 
world that befits it, if it is led and organised 
according to these same (Nazi) principles. 
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“A State, which in the age of racial poisoning 
devotes itself to the fostering of its best racial 
elements, must one day become the lord of the 
earth'^ (p. 782). 

This is the systematic exposition of Hitler's aims. 
Nothing is lacking here in clearness. No such open 
expression of aims of aggression and expansion at the 
expense of its neighbours has been made by any State 
in modern times, through the mouth of its supreme 
ruler. There is no excuse for uncertainty on the 
part of any State or people in Europe as to the 
German Nazi intentions. Indeed, in so far as any of 
the neighbouring States have shown a tendency to 
fall into line with Nazi Germany, as to some extent 
Poland, and to a lesser extent Holland and Denmark, 
there is evidence to show that they have only done 
this through fear and despair of the possibility of 
resistance. And this is the paladin whose utterances 
are to-day applauded by British bishops and 
archbishops and noble lords — even at the same time 
as his basic aim is clcjarly explained to pay court to 
Britain in order to isolate Britain and France, to 
secure strategical freedom of movement, and ultimately, 
after winning, domination in Europe, to advance to 
world hegemony, that is, to wrest from Britain its 
colonial empire. 

The German Nazi dictatorship’s aims are directed 
to expansion first, at the expense of the smaller States 
in Europe ; second, and with especial emphasis, at the 
expense of the Soviet Union ; third, to strike down 
the military power of Prance ; and last, to win world 
hegemony from Britain (after in the initial stages 
paying court to Britain in order to isolate Britain 
from France and from the general system of European 
collective security). 

These aims are further set out with additional 
clearness in the subsidiary writings of the German 
Nazi rulers, as well os in the programme statements. 
In the official programme commentary the original 
theorist of German “National Socialism,’^ Feder, set 
out the aim : 
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**All people of German blood, whether they lire 
under Banish, Polish, Czech, Italian or French rule, 
must be united in the German Reich..,. We will 
not renounce a single German in Sudeten, in 
Alsace-Lorraine, in Poland, in the League of 
Nations colony Austria, or in the succession States 
of old Austria/* 

(Gottfried Feder, Das Programm der NMJD.A.P. p. 42) 
Similarly the Nazi Political ABC declares : 

“The Third Empire is to be a future Christian- 
German Empire, which will be the successor of the 
German Empire of the Middle Agrs and of the 
Imperial Empire of Bismarck, and which is to 
bring about the ' unification of all Germans living in 
Central Europe/^ 

(NatmiaUSocialist Political ABC, p. 26) 

The aims are set out with further completeness in the 
writings of the Nazi foreign “expert^’ Alfred Rosenberg, 
Director of the Foreign Affairs Bureau of the Nazi 
Party, especially in his Der Mythus des Zicanzigstens 
JahrJninderts (^^The Gospel of the Twentieth Century’^) 
and Der Ziikunftsweg einer detitschen AussenpoUtik (“The 
Future Path of a German Foreign Policy^’). Rosenberg 
writes : 

< 

“Racial honour demands territory and enough of 
it. ... In such a struggle there can be no consideration 
for worthless Poles, Czechs, etc. Ground must be 
cleared for German peasants.’^ 

(Alfred Rosenberg, Der Mythus des 20. Fahrunderts) 
And again : 

“A Nordic Europe is the solution of the future, 
together with a German Miiteleuropa. Germany as 
a racial and national State from Strassburg to 
Memel, from Eupen to Prague and Laibach, as the 
central Power of the Continent, as a guarantee for 
the south and south-east. The Scandinavian States 
and Finland as a second alliance to guarantee the 
north-east ; and Great Britain as a guarantee in the 
west and overseas necessary in the interest of the 
Nordic race.’^ 

(Ibid,, p. 602) 
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How does Nazi policy propose to realise these aims ? 
The method is set out with extreme clearness, and 
involves : (1) division of the other Powers in Europe, 

utilising British support to paralyse Prance ; (2) the 
organisation of subsidiary Nazi movements in all the 
States bordering on Germany, and utilisation of terrorist 
methods, including assassination, against political 
leaders opposing the Nazi aims (as already exemplified 
in the murders of Chancellor Dollfuss of Austria, King 
Alexander of Yugoslavia, Premier Duca of Kumaiiia 
and the French Foreign Minister, Barthou, all active 
organisers of resistance to Nazi aggression and removed 
by Fascist gangs in close association with Berlin) ; 
(3) the preparation of war, to bo launched as soon as 
the necessary process of rearmament is complete and 
the international situation is ripe. This policy requires 
as the indispensable condition of success the destruction 
of the existing system of collective security in 
Europe, 

Towards the realisation of these aims tho whole 
foreign policy is directed and has been continuously 
carried forward. This underlies the continual 
denunciations of the whole conception of collective 
security, the refusal of the Eastern Security Pact, the 
denunciation of the Franco-Soviet Pact, and the 
proclamation* of the principle of the “localisation of 
war,” Eevealing in this respect was Hitler^s speech of 
May 2l8t, 1935, which denounced the 

“mania for collective co-operation, collective 

security, collective obligations and so forth/^ 

and proclaimed the alternative principle of localised war: 

“Such a catastrophe can arise all the more easily 
when the possibility of localising smaller conflicts 
has been steadily diminished by an international 
network of inter-secting obligations, and the danger 
that numerous States will be dragged into the 
struggle becomes all the greater . . * . 

“It did not lie in their power to prevent inter- 
state conflicts, especially in the East. It was 
infinitely difficult in such a case to determine the 
guilty party. . . .It would be more serviceable to the 
cause of peace if the other nations were to 
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withdraw at once from both parties at the outbreak 
of such a conflict rather than allow themselTes to 
be involved by treaty from the outset . . * . Germany 
to-day was a National Socialist State governed by 
an ideology diametrically opposed to that of Soviet 
Russia/^ 

(Hitler, speech to the Reichstag, May 21st, 1935) 

What this conception of the ‘‘localisation of war,” 
thus propagated by German Fascism, means in practice 
is sufficiently clear. For the significant feature of the 
bilateral non»aggression pacts favoured by Hitler, as 
instanced in the German-Polish Pact and in the similar 
pacts offered to the other States on the eastern and 
southern borders of Germany, is that they include no 
clause to suspend their validity in the event of 
aggression by either signatory against a third party. 
In other words, these ‘ 'non-aggression pacts,” put 
forward by Nazi policy as the alternative to mutual 
guarantee pacts for Central and Eastern Europe, are 
by this principle not pacts for the maintenance of 
peace, but pacts to immobilise and paralyse collective 
defence against aggression and enable Nazi Germany 
to devour its victims one at a time. Concretely, if 
Germany were to attack Lithuania, or Austria, or 
Czecho-SIovakia, as the case might be, the other States 
should immediately, in Hitler’s words, “withdraw at 
once from both parties at the outbreak of such a 
conflict,” i.e. leave Nazi Germany and Lithuania to 
fight it out by themselves in a fair and equal contest. 
When one victim has been successfully devoured 
according to these principles, the Nazi dictatorship 
may then move on to the next, and so to Hungary, 
to Yugoslavia or Rumania according to the situation, 
and eventually to the West, or alternatively, after 
preliminary strengthening in Central Europe, to the 
promised crusade against the Soviet Union for the 
conquest of “new land and territory/’ This is the 
Fascist principle of the “localisation of war.” 

The Hitler '‘Peace Plan” of March 31st, 1936, put 
forward after the denunciation of Locarno, has fully 
carried forward these principles. By the text of this 
proposal security guarantees were offered in the West, 
only to be refused in the South and in the East, In 
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other words, non-aggression pacts were recognised as 
suitable enough for Britain and Franco ; but 
non-aggression pacts were regarded as eminently 
suitable for Austria, Czecho-Slovakia or Lithuania. 
Why the distinction 1 If non-aggression pacts are 
regarded as a sufficient guarantee of peace for 
Southern and Eastern Europeans, what need of special 
guarantees of mutual assistance in the West ? If, on 
the contrary, all promises of peace and non-aggression in 
the West are regarded as empty paper unless backed 
by binding obligations of mutual assistance, why does 
the same logic lose its validity east of the Rhine ? 
There is no escaping the conclusion to which this 
plan clearly pointed. The binding guarantees in the 
West are necessary at the present stage of Nazi 
policy in order to paralyse France from coming to the 
aid of the other nations in Europe or fulfilling the 
France-Soviet Pact ; the bilateral non-aggression pacts 
are advocated in the South and the East in order to 
immobilise these States from any common defence, 
while the Nazi dictatorship may strike down each 
victim at leisure. The plan thus revealed itself in 
fact as unmistakably a strategic General Staff plan 
for future war, dressed up for external consumption, 
and especially for the benefit of the British public, 
as a ‘‘peace plan*' (and unfortunately accepted as such 
by many sections in Britain, not only by the openly 
pro-Fascist elements, but also by some pacifist 
elements still blind to the realities of the present 
situation in Europe). 

Guarantees in the West in order to obtain a free 
hand in Central and Eastern Europe — ^this has been 
the continuous line of German foreign policy in the 
present stage (although this does not exclude the 
possibility of a sudden attack in the West). The 
British line of supporting a Western Pact in the 
name of “peace, while refusing any commitments of 
collective security in Central or Eastern Europe, has 
only assisted this policy of open preparation of w'ar 
for expansion. 

No less clearly towards these the whole 

strategic policy of Nazi Germany is^oing directed, 
'the aims of aggression and ' expansion, so* clearly 
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expressed in Hitler^s Mein Kampf^ are no empty 
dreams in the air, but are being backed up by the 
most powerful and far-reaching process of heavy 
rearmament and military preparation the world has 
yet seen. From the advent to power of the Nazi 
regime the whole internal organisation of Germany 
has been directed to the preparation of w'ar on a 
scale unparalleled by any other State. According to 
Churchiirs estimate, already quoted, the total 
expenditure of Nazi Germany on rearmament in three 
years since the accession of Hitler to power has 
amounted to 1,500,000,000 pounds. This expenditure 
in turn creates heavy economic problems and thus 
hastens the drive to eventual war. 

The question may well be asked why, in the face 
of these open expansionist aims and 'vvar-preparations 
of Nazi Germany, the other States of Europe should 
not have banded themselves together to maintain 
collective security over Europe as a whole, offering 
Germany the possibility of. entering into such a union 
of collective security, or alternatively, in the event of 
refusal, combining such a front of resistance as would 
have made successful aggression impossible. 

The answer lies in two conflicting factors, w^hicb 
hinder such a front : first, in the contradictions of 
the other imperialist Powers in Europe; and second, in the 
class-interests of the dominant sections of the possessing 
classes in other countries, who tend to look on the 
Nazi regime, and even on its excesses, with a benevolent 
eye as the representative of their principle against 
socialism. 

The line of class-unity with Hitler has been most 
consciously and continuously expressed by the veteran 
statesman of Western imperialism, Lloyd George. 
Already in 1933 he gave the line : 

‘‘If the Powers succeed in overthrowing Nazism 
in Germany, what would follow 1 Not a Conservative, 
Socialist or Liberal regime, but extreme Communism. 
Surely that could not be their objective. A 
Communist Germany would be infinitely more 
' formidable than* a Communist Russia. The Gerifians 
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would know how to run their Communism 
effectively.... He would entreat the Government to 
proceed cautiously.” 

(Lloyd George, speech at Barmouth, 

September 22nd, 1933) 


And again in 1934 : 

*Hn a very short time, perhaps in a year or two, 
the Conservative elements in this country will bo 
looking to Germany as the bulwark against 
Communism in Europe. She is planted right in 
the centre of Europe, and if her defence breaks 
down against the Communists — only two or three 
years ago a very distinguished German statesman 
said to me : ‘I am not afraid of Nazism, but of 
Communism’— and if Germany seized by the 
Communists, Europe will follow ; because the 
German could make a better job of it than any 
other country. Do not let us be in a hurry to 
condemn Germany. We shall be welcoming Germany 
as our friend.” 

(Lloyd George in the House of Commons, 

November 28th, 1934) 

This openly reactionary type of appeal is repeatedly 
used by Hitler to win support in other countries for 
his aggressive aims, and to blind bourgeois opinion in 
the other countries to the direct menace to their own 
interests. 

Even in Prance, which is directly menaced by Hitler, 
the reactionary Fascist and pro-Pascist sections of the 
bourgeoisie have openly supported Hitler, not only in 
opposition to the interests of the French people or of 
B^:ench security, but algo in oppositioxi to the intereste 
of French imperialist power in Europe,' class 
considerations proving stronger, at this stage than the 
traditional line of a Clemenceau or a Poincare. These 
elements, represented by Laval, Tardieu, Colonel de 
la Roque, etc., have advocated French co-operation 
with Hitler, leaving him a free, . hand in Eastern 
Europe, even, at .tj^e expose,, pf pacrtficing. Jian'pe's 
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allies in Europe* The Comite des Forges, the most 
powerful element of French finance-capital and the main 
backer of Fascism in France, has continuously supplied 
the iron ore of Lorraine to Hitler which has made 
possible his rearmament* As against this line, however, 
the present dominant forces of the General Staff have 
recognised that this course of co-operation with Nazi 
aggression would be suicidal and lead the way to the 
ultimate annihilation of French power and domination 
of Europe by Hitler, and consequently^ at present, 
though with divisions, support the line of the Franco- 
Soviet Pact. The whole issue is bound up with the inner 
social-political conflict in France ; and only the strength 
of the People’s Front, overwhelmingly reaffirmed in the 
elections of May 1936, has so far defeated the campaign 
of the reactionary sections of the French bourgeoisie 
to wreck the Franco-Soviet Pact. 

In Britain this class -support of Hitler has been 
still more marked. The City has been openly 
pro-Hitler, arid is financially tied up with his regime. 
The Bank of England has assisted to finance German 
rearmament (see the series of articles of the Financial 
News of May 15th, 1935, on “Finance of Germany’s 
Re-armament”) ; Vickers has actively assisted to 
rearm Germany (see the answer of the chairman. Sir, 
Herbert Lawrence, at the annual meeting in March 
1934 to the query of a shareholder whether the 
company was not engaged in assisting to rearm 
Germany : Vl cannot give you an assurance in definite 
terms; but I can tell you that nothing is done 
without the sanction and approval of our own 
Government’ ’). The relations of Montagu Norman 
and Schacht have been continuously close. 

This British support of Hitler and of German 
rearmament has been governed by general 
considerations of British foreign policy. Continuously 
since Versailles Britain has given general support 
to the restoration of German Power in order to 
counterbalance French power in Europe; and has 
sought at the same time to draw Germany into a 
Western orientation in opposition to the Soviet Union. 
The advent of Hitler to power was seen as the 
opportunity to press this line forward. The injustices 
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of Versailles were sitdderily discovered, a little late in 
the day, after the situation had completely changed, 
by the main body of the British bourgeoisie. What 
had been sternly denied to parliamentary democratic 
Germany, which was week, defencelei;s and sincerely 
wanting peace, was now poured out with eager hands 
to Nazi Germany, which was armed, aggressive and 
openly preparing war. The words of Lord Lothian 
expressed the dominant British line : 

“Germany must be given a position appropriate 
to a nation which would normally be regarded 
as the most powerful single State in Europe*’* 

(Lord Lothian in the House of Lords, 

May Ist, 1935) 

These words were repeated with full approval in the 
editorial of The Times of May 3rd, 1935, on “British 
Foreign Policy,” as a correct expression of the British 
aim, with the addition that “the Versailles system 
has been tried, but it has not given Europe peace, 
and with the further significant addition that, while 
Western European security should be covered by 
guarantees, existing conditions 

“do not yet impose upon this country the 
obligation of interpreting literally the general terms 
of every article of the Covenant. No other country, 
it can safely be said, has the slightest intention 
of giving practical effect everywhere to, for 
instance, Article 10 and Article 16.*^ 

{The Times editorial on “British Foreign Policy,*^ 

May 3rd, 1935) 

Thus not only Versailles and collective security were 
operdy thrown overboard, but even the old line of 
the balance of power : Germany was to be recognised 
as the predominant Power in Europe in alliance with 
Britain, and given a free hand in Central and Eastern 
Europe. 

In this way, by the division of the other 

imperialist Powers, and by the support of powerful 
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sections of the ruling class of the countries, and 
especially by British support, Nazi Germany since 
1933, despite its initial weakness, and despite its 
openly aggressive aims, has been able to advance 
stage by stage with its enlarging offensive, and to achieve 
success after success, each stage prepring the way 
for the next and increasing the menace of war. 

The first stage was the beginning of the process 
of rearmament in 1933 and the throwing over of the 
League of Nations. As soon as the Nazi Regime 
was established, the British Prime Minister hastened 
to Geneva to call for ‘‘justice for Germany,” and to 
propose the doubling of the German Army and the 
cutting down of the French Army (the British 
“Disarmament’^ Plan), and then proceeded to Rome 
to draw up in unity with Mussolini the project 
for the Four- Power Pact or bloc of Western 
imperialism. 

The second stage was the German-Polish Treaty 
of January 1934, preparing the ground for the offensive 
against the Soviet Union. The Polish Press has since 
contained numerous references to the plans for the 
joint spoliation of the Soviet Ukraine, further 
elaborated in the “hunting parties” General Goering 
in Poland. 

The third stage was the attempted cotip for the 
seizure of Austria by the murder of Dollfuss in July 
1934, and the Nazi" rising, organised from Germany. 
This attempt ended in failure, in face of the Italian 
opposition and mobilisation of troops. The character 
of this episode, following the murder-coiep of Hitler 
against his own associates in the previous month,.^^ 
led to a temporary cooling of sentiment towards' 
Nazi Germany also in British circles and signs of a 
change in British policy. The new orientation found 
expression in the support for the Soviet Union’s 
entry into the League of Nations, and in the Anglo- 
French agreement of February 1935, which called for 
a general European settlement, incoluding an Eastern 
Security Pact. The dominant forces of British Policy, 
however rapidly reasserted themselves, cold shouldered 
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the Eastern Pact, and proclaimed it dead as soon as 
Germany had refused it. 

The fourth stage, after the Saar had been won 
hy the plebiscite in the beginning of 1935, and after 
two years of rearmament had been completed, was 
the first open defiance to the Western Powers— -the 
Military Law of March 1935, re-establishing 
conscription and throwing over the military shackles 
of Versailles. The reaction to this compelled a formal 
joint condemnation by Britain, France and Italy at 
the Stresa Conference in April 1935, reajBBrmed in 
the League of Nations resolution at Geneva the 
the same month condemning the unilateral violation 
of treaties. The Stresa Conference resolution repeated 
the line of the Anglo-French agreement of February ; 
and it was reported in many quarters that a 
common front had thus been formed, the so-called 
*‘Stresa front” against . any further Nazi 
aggression or violation of treaties. In fact, British 
policy rendered any conception of such a front 
illusory. Within ten days of the German open defiance 
by the Military Law of March the British Foreign 
kSecretary, Simon, had journeyed to Berlin to meet 
Hitler in ‘*the friendliest spirit'^ (in the words of the 
official commv.niqne) ; and in June followed the Anglo- . " 
German Naval agreement, equally in defiance of 
Versailles and of the Genova resolution of April to 
which Britain had formally subscribed, 

The fifth stage was the Anglo-German Naval 
agreement of June 1935 re-establishing the German 
Navy at 35 per cent of the strength of the British 
the strongest in the world, and giving Germany the 
right to equality with the British Empire in respect 
of submarines. In view of the war experience of the 
submarine menace, such an agreement was not 
explicable from the standpoint of British interest 
sa'P’e on the assumption of an Anglo- German 
understanding ruling out any immediate menace to 
British interests, and with the object to establish 
German dominance in the Baltic and over the Baltic 
countries* 

/ The sixth stage was the denunciation of Locarno 
in March 1936, and the remilitarisation of the 
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Rhineliid. This blow completed the destruction of the 
previous limits on German power, and prepared the 
way, once the fortification of the Rhineland could 
be carried through, for a further war ofifensive, either 
in the West, in Central Europe or in the East, 
according to the situation. In the negotiations that 
followed in London in the spring of 1936 Britain 
acted openly as the protagonist of Nazi Germany, 
in opposition to France (whose representative at one 
point threatenejd to leave the conference), and 
advocating acceptance of the German proposal for a 
new Western Pact, while accepting no commitments 
for security outside Western Europe. On this basis 
Britain was prepared, to offer military guarantees, 
backed by staff conversations, to France and Belgium 
in the West, •while leaving the road open to war in 
the rest of Europe. The subsequent Hitler “Peace 
Plan,’’ put forward on March 31st, 1936, carried 

forward, as already analysed, the preparations for 
war in accordance with the general line of 
the Nazi offensive, proposing guarantees for peace 
only in Western Europe. This plan was received 
with a warm w'elcome in all British official and 
semi-official expression ; while the alternative French 
plan, put forward in April 1936 for establishing 
binding obligations for the collective maintenance of 
peace throughout, Europe as a whole w’as dismissed 
with small attention. The Anglo^ German conversati«.ns 
which followed served to gain time for the completion 
of the process of remilitarisation of the ^ Rhineland 
and the beginnings of preparations for fortification. 

These six stages have thus seen the continuously 
enlarging advance of the Nazi offensive to ever closer 
readiness for war. Where wdll the next blow fall 1 This 
question overhangs Europe at the present time. The 
expectation has been widely expressed that the next 
blow may fall in Austria or Czechoslovakia, through 
the form of an internal Nazi rising in the first place, 
with the possibility of subsequent direct intervention. 
But in fact no such immediate assumption of the 
next development is possible beforehand, owing to 
the extreme complication of the situation. It is known, 
•fchrQUgh the semirofficial revelations* which have appeared 
in tfio Dutch Press, t^iat the ultimate strategic 
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calculations of the Nazi offensive turn on three 
alternative plans : first, the Goering plan for the attack 
eastwards, in alliance with Poland, for the absorption 
of the Baltic border States and the conquest of Soviet 
Ulaaine; second, the line of attack for the absorption 
of Austria, and, in alliance with Hungarj’^, for the 
dismemberment or Czecho-SIovakia; while Poland and 
Japan attack the Soviet Union ; and third, the 
western plan of attack through Holland and Belgium, 
for which the remilitarisation of the Rhineland has 
prepared the way, or, according to alterntive reports, 
through Switzerland. But such a direct launching 
of war could only take place in a moment of extreme 
confusion of the international situation, when a general 
disintegration has been achieved of any common 
stand of the opposing forces, and when the degree 
of military preparation has given strong confidence 
of superiority. In the meantime the line of advance lies 
through the still pressing forward of rearmament, the 
strengthened organisation of the subsidiary Nazi 
movements in the neighbouring States, the attempt to 
disintegrate the system of collective security in Europe and 
the existing and regional pacts by winning over one State 
and another as allies, and the continued Anglo-German 
co-operation for financial and diplomatic support and for 
winning back the former German colonies. The question 
of the restoration of the German colonies is already openly 
in the forefront as the immediate next stage of German 
demand; and it is evident from official British 
statements (quoted in the last chapter ) that the British 
Government is preparing the way for this. Such a 
restoration would mean the further strengthening of 
Nazi preparation for war. 

The menace of the advancing Nazi offensive and of 
the Fascist revisionist offensive in general, has placed 
an ever sharper problem before the smaller States in 
Europe which are threatened with absorption or 
dismemberment. Increasing attempts have been made to 
organise regional pacts of the secondary and smaller 
States for collective defence against aggression. The 
first and oldest of these groupings, the Litte Entente. 
Succession States— Czecho-SIovakia and Yugoslavia and 
Rumania, is faced . with the . revisionst ambitions of 
Germany, of’ Italy’ and' of Hungary. Second, the 
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Balkan Pact of Mutual Guarantee, organised since the 
coming of Hitler to power, and finally signed in 
February 1934, combines Turkey, Greece, Yugoslavia 
and Rumania against Italian and German ambitions 
in the Balkans. Third, the Baltic Pact of Esthonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania was signed in September 1934. 
Fourth, the Scandinavian countries have drawn closer 
together for a concerted foreign policy. Finally, the 
so-called ‘‘neutral States’’ group in the League of 
Nations, consisting of Spain, Holland, Switzerland, and 
the Scandinavian States, has sought to develop a 
common policy in relation to the question of collective 
securiity through the League of Nations. 

But counter-tendencies of penetration by the Fascist 
revisionist offensive and individual capitulation of par- 
ticular States also visible. Fascist Hungary and Bulgaria 
are directly united with the Fascist revisionist offensive. 
Fascist Poland is allied with Nazi Germany by the 
German-Polish Treaty since 1934, although still 
maintaining the Franco-Polish Treaty. The Fascist regime 
in Finland is closely associated with Nazi Germany, Nazi 
policy seeks to disintegrate the Little Entente by winn- 
ing over Yugoslavia, and in Rumania the pro-Nazi 
“ Iron Guard,” which already murdered the Prime 
Minister Duca, fights to win control and overthrow the 
existing line. In Denmark the strength of Nazi influence 
was shown by the fact that Denmark was the one State 
which abstained from voting for the League of Nations 
resolution of April 1935, condemning the Nazi violation 
of treaties. In Sweden, dominated by British influence, 
Conservative circles are strongly pro-Nazi, and the 
Swedish Press has openly spoken of the prospect of 
Sweden aligning itself with the ‘‘British-Germau-Polish 
feZoc.’^ In Belgium, where British influence is also strong, 
similar tendencies have appeared on the part of the Van 
Zeeland Government. 

The survey of the present situation in Europe, and 
of the prospects of the extending Nazi offensive, brings 
out evermore sharply the crucial role of British foreign 
policy. Dp to the present the decisive factor in making 
possible the success of the Nazi offensive has been the 
role of British policy as led by the National Government- 
This influence has also underlain the hesitation and 
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capitulations of individual smaller States. If Britain 
had tahen, or were yet to take, a decisive stand, in unity 
with France and the Soviet Union and the smaller 
States desiring peace, for the collective maintenance 
of peace throughout Europe as a whole, the way 
would not only be barred to Nazi aggression, but the 
consequent balance of forces for peace would inevitably 
draw over the still-hesitating smaller States, and also 
eventually Poland (where there is sharp division of 
policy) to the stronger grouping for peace, and would 
thus finally compel Germany to enter into a system 
of collective security. But, up to the present, British 
policy has consistently tipped the balance the other way 
at every critical point, has assisted the advance of the 
Nazi offensive, axid has thereby led to the demoralisation 
and weakening of the resistance of the smaller States 
and the acceleration of the advance to war. 

This dominant line of the British National Government, 
however, has aroused sharp opposition, not noly from 
the mass of the population, who have no love for Nazi 
Germany, and from all the more clear-seeing supporters 
of peace, but also from elements within the ruling class, 
including among the Conservatives, who have recognised 
the eventual menace to British interests from a Nazi 
domination of Europe and have consequently advocated 
the line of collective security for Europe as a whole. 
Thus a division has developed between the camp which 
supports the Fascist drive to war, and the camp (of 
extremely varied elements) which, for whatever reasons, 
supports the line of collective security. This struggle 
over the future of British foreign policy is still in progress; 
and in Britain, as in 'France, the mass movement, 
if a united working-class front is achieved and an effective 
rallying of the popular forces against the policy of 
support of Hitler and of war, can play a decisive role 
in determining its outcome. The outcome of this struggle 
will have far-reaching effects on the situation in Europe 
and the world. 



CHAPTER VIII 


THE SOVIET UNION AND 
THE WORLD 


“The Soviet Government was not in the ordinary pcnse a 
national Government at all. It was not a Ru.»^ian 
Government in the sense that the French -Government 
was French or the German Government German. The 
French and the German Governments, like our own 
Government, existed to promote the inteicsrs of their 
own countries and did not care about i!ie interest 
of other countries, except in so far as tho&e inteiests 
affected their own.” 

Viscount Grey in the House of Lords, March3rd, 1027. 


Since 1917 the world has developed in two halves 
— the socialist world and the capitalist world. Step hy 
step this contrast has unfolded itself during tliese 
nineteen years. Alongside the gathering cri.sis and conflict 
of the capitalist world, the socialist world has advanced 
from strength to strength. To-day this contrast 
strikes the attention of all. The issue of socialism or 
capitalism ultimately dominates every other issue in 
the world. 

This division of the modern world int o a socialist 
section and a capitalist section is a new situation in 
world poUtics. It is a peculiar transition stage, 
consequent on the victory of the socialist revolution 
in Russia and its defeat in the other countries during 
the critical years at the end of the world war. 
This transition stage raises new and peculiar problems 
of the relationship of the capitalist world and the 
socialist world, pending the advance of the other 
countries to socialism and the realisation of the world 
socialist order. Imperialism looks with no friendly 
eye on the victory of socialism has made repeated 
attempts in the past to overthrow it by violence, and 
is likely to resume those attempts in the future. The 
Soviet Union, in unity with the international working 
class, has defeated those attacks in the past, and 
is now stronger than ever to defeat them in the 
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future. While resisting every attack, the Soviet 
Union strives for peaceful relations with the capitalist 
world, since every year gained for peace strengthens 
socialism and the advance of the international 
working class, while the ultimate issue of world 
socialism can only he decided by the peoples themselves 
in all countries. In the meantime the Soviet Union 
remains the fortress of world socialism, the living 
example of socialist achievement and brotherhood to the 
working masses of all countries, and the leader of the 
fight for peace* 

In the present survey no attempt can be made to 
examine the achievements of the new civilisation w'hich 
is growing up in the Soviet Union; this would require 
a separate book. We are here concerned only with 
the world political problems arising from the division 
of- the world into a capitalist and a socialist 
section, from the victory of socialism in the Soviet 
Union, and from the relations of imperialism and the 
Soviet Union. 


1, The Victory of Socialism 
in the Soviet Union 

The establishment of the Soviet regime represented 
the victory for the first time in history of a new' principle 
(presaged by the short-lived Paris Commune half a 
century earlier)— the rule of the working masses, led 
by the industrial working class, on the basis of the 
common ownership of the means of production, replacing 
the previous rule of a minority owning class, on the 
basis of the class ownership of the means of production 
and the exploitation of the working masses. This 
transformation was achieved by the working-class 
conquest of power, led by the workers^ party, or 
Bolshevik Party (now Communist Party), in November 
3917, The Soviets, or mass organs of the workers, soldiers 
and peasants, after developing first as the organs of the 
struggle for power, then became the organs of the 
new power, and remain its foundation to-day. From 
this transformation of the basis of class power all else 
has followed, and the subsequent victories of socialist 
construction have been made possible. 
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The first task of the new Soviet regime was to 
establish and maintain its power against its enemies 
within and without. The second task was to lay the 
foundations of socialist economy, in order to prepare 
the way for the future classless society. 

From the outset the relations of imperialism to the 
new Soviet power were marked by unconcealed hostility. 
All the forces of imperialism, German, British, French, 
American and Japanese, launched their armed 
offensive against the new regime. Every effort was 
made to overthrow it by armed violence, by invading 
expeditions, by blockade, by subsidising counter- 
revolutionary and bandit forces, and by the organisation 
of terrorism, assassinations, forgeries and sabotage. 
During this period the aim of the armed overthrow 
of Bolshevism was openly proclaimed. Kolchak, 
Denikin, Yudenitch and a host of others were 
supplied with Allied money, material and munitions. 
Military expeditions invaded Bussian territory from 
every side. Elaborate plans of stategy worked out. 
British imperialism alone, according to a subsequent 
statement of Lloyd George, spent £100,000,000 in the 
effort to overthrow the Bolshevik rule. The Times 
declared : 

“We must support much more energetically 
than we have done the various armies in Eussia 
which are fighting for the rights of her people. . . . 
This is a fairly full programme, and if we carry ifc 
out with vigour, it will, by preventing the 
expansion of Bolshevism, bring about its fall.*' 

{The Times, March, 20th, 1919) 

These early hopes of imperialism were destined to be 
disappointed/Througb prolonged and desperate struggles, 
in the face of the heavy material superiority of the 
imperialist and counter-revolutionary forces, their 
assaults were nevertheless defeated by the resistance of 
the Russian workers and peasants in unity with the 
international working class (see Chapter III, pages 61-2). 
This victory w^as due to the revolutionary heroism 
and devotion of the Russian masses, fighting to 
maintain their own land and rule against the return 
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of the hated exploiters; to the divisions of the 
imperialist Powers; to the corruption and incompetence 
of the White officers; and to the rising revolutionary 
advance in all the imperialist countries which 
paralysed the plans of imperialism, the class-conscious 
workers of all countries fighting in conscious unity 
with the Russian Revolution. As Lenin declared in 
1921 : 

“Only because the revolution in developing 
throughout the world is the international bourgeoisie 
unable to strangle us, although it is a hundred 
times stronger than we are economically and from 
a military standpoint.” 

By 1921 the main ferces ofthe imperialist and the 
counter-revolutionaries had been defeated, and the 
Soviet Republic was unchallenged master of its 
territories* 

The first round of the battle between capitalism and 
socialism in the sphere of armed warfare, had ended in 
the victory of the socialist forces. The Soviet power 
had been maintained. But the struggle now advanced 
to the economic ground, to the task of building 
the foundations of socialist economy. This struggle was . 
to be in its own ground no less exacting than the civil 
war. To the barbarioally low level of economy of the 
country as a whole, inherited from the corrupt Tsarist 
autocracy, to the dirt, disease, illiteracy and starvation 
of Old Russia, with undeveloped resources and dependent 
on foreign industrial countries, seven years of war, 
civil war and blockade had added wholesale destruction 
and privation on every side. This was the inheritance 
which the task of socialist construction had now to take 
in hand, faced with a ring of hostile capitalist States, 
with centuries of advance in development behind them, 
and placing a thousand economic and financial obstacles, 
as well as threats of renewed war, in the path of the how 
world. It is against this background that the 
achievement of socialist construction in the following 
decade must be measured in order to realise its full 
significance in world history 

The first step of socialist construction was the 
replacement of the temporary expedients of the so-called 
*Var communism,’^ or system of requisitioning and 
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rationing imposed by tbe necessities of the civil wars 
and interventionist wars, by the New Economic Policy 
of 1921 (already foreshadowed by Lenin in 1918 as the 
next step forward, but interrupted by the civil wars and 
interventionist wars). The New Economic Policy was 
.-widely misunderstood by the capitalist world at the 
time as a retreat: In fact it laid the basis for tbe 
subsequent advance of the Five Year Plan. The strategy 
of the New Economic policy, as the first step in building 
up socialism in a country of primitive agriculture and 
undeveloped industry, was to concentrate the heights 
of economic power in the hands of the workers’ State, 
that is, banking, large-scale industry, transport, foreign 
trade, the strategic points of internal trade, and the 
general control of economy, while leaving freedom of 
private trading in the still numerically preponderant 
sphere of small-scale economy, which could only be 
invaded step by step by the new collective organisation. 
Thus at the outset the State and co-operative sector 
or collectivised sector was numerically in a minority, 
compared to the private sector. But the proportion 
of the State or collectivised sector advanced, until 
the conditions were finally ripe for the launching of 
the first Five Year Plan or the development of 
large-scale collective industry and the collectivisation 
of agriculture. 

During this period imperialism, having been defeated 
in its attempts to overthrow the Soviet regime by 
armed force, turned its calculations to hopes of the 
economic collapse of the new regime, to its supposed 
inevitable surrender to capitalism, and to plans for 
economic penetration. The offers of industrial 
“concession” to foreign capitalists, in order to secure 
their assistance in developing the country (although 
very little materialised from this) helped to encourage 
these hopes. The new strategy was proclaimed with 
engaging candour by the British Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, Sir Robert Horne, in October 1921 : 

“The best way to break down Bolshevism in 

Russia was to penetrate that country wjth honest. 

commercial methods.” 

The same strategy governed the attempt of the 
Genoa Conference in 1922. The British Ambassador 
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ill Berlin, Lord d^Abcrnoii, well known as a leading 
financial authority, noted down in his diary in May 
1922 : 


‘‘Russia is entirely ruined, and no ti'ade of 
considerable moment can be carried on for a good 
many years to come.” 

(Lord D’Abernon^s diary, May 17th, 1922 : 

An Ambassador of Peace, p. 317) 

The British Conservative loader, Baldwin, developed 
the plan in October 1924 to exploit the Soviet market 
through Germany, and thus secure the ultimate 
payments of reparations and war debts from the 
Russian workers and peasants : 

*'In my view the best thing for w'orld trade^ 
of which we should get our share, would be the 
development of Russians trade by Germany — 
that she should turn into that market and return 
to that country that surplus of exports which 
has to provide for the payment of reparations 
and incidentally some of our interest to America/’ 

(Stanley Baldwin, speech at Newcastle, 

Morning Post, October 20ih, 1924) 

The view of the collapse of socialism in Russia and 
inevitable return to capitalism was still widely spread 
in capitalist circles in 1924 : 

“The existing system cannot be maintained. 
Soviet Russia, whatever may be its nominal system 
of government a few years heixce, is bound to 
become a capitalist State.” 

(J.L. Garvin, in The Observer, December 28th, 1924) 

These hopes of imperialism were also doomed to 
disappointment. By 1927 the Economist, Russian 
Supplement, had to record the discouraging conclusion : 

“After nine^ years the original Soviet system of 
nationalised industry and trade remains almost 
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intact. Departures from nationalisation have been, 
though fairly numerous, relatively unimportant. 
Nothing like a weakening ot* principle on the 
nationalisation question has taken place. The 
retreats before capitalism which seem very 
considerable to foreigners appear to be very small 
within Eiussia. The predominance of the State in 
big industry is very great.'' 

(The Economist, Russian Supplement, 

March 19th, 1927*) 

The- figures which this Russian Supplement of the 
leadinc? City organ had to record bore out the picture. 
In 1926—1927 the number of workers in State 
undertakings in large-scale industry was 2,685,00, 
against 63,000 for private capital ; only in small-scale 
industry private enterprise still had 240,000 against 
30,000 for the state and 150,000 for the co-operatives. 
The export trade was wholly in the hands of the 
State and co-operatives. Even of domestic trading, 
34 per cent was in the hands of the State, 42 per 
cent in the hands of the co-operatives, and 
only 23 per cent in the hands of the private 
traders (as against 40 per cent in 1923 — 1924). 

Thus the conditions were ripe for the next stage 
in 1938, the development of large-scale industrialisation 
in the hands of the worker’s state, and the 
collectivisation of agriculture, that is, the final destruction 
of the backwardness of the country, and of the roots 
of commodity economy and capitalism This was the 
task of the first Five Year Plan, begun in the end 
of 1928, and completed in four and a quarter years 
by the end of 1932. It was now that the headlong 
advance of the socialist construction began to startle 
the world. 

The results of the first Five Year Plan brought 
the Soviet Union from the situation of a still 
technically backward country to the position of the 
first industrial country in Europe and the second 
industrial country in the world. By the beginning 
. of 1933 Stalin was able to report that Soviet industrial 
production in 1932 was three times the level of 
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pre-war Russia and double the level of 1928, while in the 
same year American industial production was 84 per 
cent of pre-war and 56 per cent of 1928, British 75 
per cent of pre-war and 80 per cent of 1928, and 
German 62 per cent of pre-war and 55 per cent of 
1928. A new heavy industry had been brought into 
being with the steel works of Magnitogorsk, the 
new Ruhr of Ural Kuznetzk, the electric power station 
of Dnieprostroi, the tractor works of Stalingrad and 
Kharkov, the automobile works of Gorky, and the 
chemical works of Bobriki-Beresniki, these giants 
leading the way in a host of similar undertaking. 
The proportion of industry in the total national 
income had risen from 24 per cent in 1913 to 45 per 
cent in 1932. The proportion of the socialised sector 
in the total output of industry had risen to 99 per 
cent. Even more important in its ultimate significance 
was the collectivisation of three-fourfchs of agriculture, 
replacing the primitive small-scale peasant economy by a 
large-scale collective agricultural economy of a type 
unknown in the capitalist world; 200,000 collective farms 
and 5,000 State farms were organised. The sown area was 
increased by 21 million hectares. The share of the 
socialised sector in the total output of agriculture 
had risen from 3 per cent in 1928 to 75 per cent in 
1932 The total national income was doubled. The 
share of the socialised sector in the total national 
output rose from 44 per cent in 1928 to 93 per cent in 
1932. Cultural development went parallel to this. 
Wages increased 67 per cent. The social insurance 
fund was trebled. In place of Tsarist illiteracy, by 
1932 97 per cent of adults could read and write, 21 
million children were in primary and secondary schools, 
and over 1 million students in universities and technical 
high schools. This issue of daily newspapers rose 
from 2*7 millions in 1913 and 8*8 millions in 1928 to 
36 millions in 1933. The number of medical ^.id stations 
rose from 1,942 in 1928 to 5,430 in 1932; the number 
of doctors from 19,000 in 1913 to 76,000 in 1932. 

The capitalist world was compelled to recognise this 
achievement, without parallel in histo?*y, JJjo 
Westminster Banh Review : recorded in 1933 : “ 

“Soviet Russia ha^ made a striking advance, 

and on the bapis of the official figures now ranks 
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as the second industrial nation. . . Most striking 
and probably also most significant of all is 
apparently the success with which the Soviet 
Bussian Republics have ‘‘insulated^* themselves 
from the creeping paralysis of world trade to-daj^ 
and in accordance with the policy of industrial 
reconstruction embodied in the Five Year Plan claim 
to have nearly doubled Russia's industrial out put 
in that period*” 


(W estinmster Sank Review, May 1933) 

The bankers* journal went on to record the changed 
relative share in world industrial output : 

Percentage of World Industrial Output 



1928 

1932 

United States 

44.8 

34.5 

U. S. S. R. 

4-7 

14-9 

United Kingdom 

9.3 

11-2 

Germany 

11.6 

8.9 

France 

7.0 

7.0 

Japan 

2.4 

3-7 


In the face of this transformation in the relation of 
forces imperialism began to change "its tune. The old 
propaganda of the collapse of Russian economy under 
socialist rule and of the inevitable return to capitalism 
disappeared. In its place appeared a new propaganda 
of the “menace” of socialist economy as immeasurably 
superior to capitalist and beyond the power 
of capitalism to meet in competition. Pictures 
were conjured up of a prospective vast “dumping” of 
Soviet industrial goods produced by “slave-labour.” 
A Times editorial in 1931 quoted a “leading authority'* 
in the business world as saying : 

“If the rest of the world does not want communism, 
it should refuse, by agreement, to trade with Russia 
in any way, because in a few years* time, when 
all the factories now being built up are fully 
working, with the country's vast internal resources 
and the energy of 150,000,000 people to draw upon, 
they will not only provide all that the Russian 
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people want, but will swamp the world with cheap 
goods with which other industrial nations cannot 
compete.’^ 

(The Times, January 29th, 1931) 
The editorial continued : 

‘Tf Russia.... is able to go on industrialising 
herself at her present pace, other countries will 
only be able to compete by organising their 
production and commerce on something like tho 
scale on which Russia is organising hers/’ 

The British Prime Minister, Baldwin, doclarod in a 
reply through his secretary to a manufacturing 
association’s complaint ; 

‘‘Mr. Baldwin shares your apprehension with 
regard to the effect of Russian competition on the 
industries of this country. In his view that country 
is a great potential danger to the economic 
development of Great Britain. 

He feels that tho menace of competetion from Russia, 
supported as it is largely by forced labour, must 
be over-come. The dumping of Russian goods has 
not yet reached the proportions that it will assume 
when the Five Year Plan manifests its full effect. 
Mr. Baldwin made it clear when speaking at 
Newton Abbot that before that time arrived it 
would be necessary to take action. Ho would 
propose to deal with the problem by means of a 
tariff, or, if necessary, by the prohibition of Russian 
imports, even if that meant the denunciation of 
the existing treaty,^' 

{The Times, March 20th, 1931) 

The view of “dumping” and ‘Torced labour” was not 
shared by expert opinion, as voiced by the Argentine 
delegate to the World Wheat Conference in 1931, who 
attributed the menace to an “economic revolutionary 
regime’’ which had unified production and “eliminated 
the middleman’’: 

‘‘He doubted whether it could be fairly claimed 
that the Soviet Republics were practising dumping 
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or even that the cheapness of Russian products 
was due to forced labour. He himself was of the 
opinion that it was the result of an economic 
revolutionary regime imposed by the Soviet 
Government, which had eliminated the middleman 
and was alone responsible for the planting, 
cultivation, harvesting, transport and sale of 
agricultural products.^' 

(Dr. Perez, Argentine delegate to the World 
Wheat Conference at Rome, The Times, 

March 28th, 1931) 

Thus no longer socialist inefficiencj^ but socialist 
efficiency became henceforth the burden of capitalist 
complaint. The first premise of every capitalist 
argument became the invincible superiority of socialist 
production. From this they inferred the necessity of 
smashing it. Anti-Soviet propaganda and open 
incitements to war now began to become increasingly 
prominent in all reactionary capitalist expression. 

The line of argument is W’orth pursuing, in view of 
its basic significance for the whole future. The 
mythical character of the argument in relation to the 
real facts— i.e. the still minute proportion of Soviet 
exports to wwld exports, and the fairy tales of "^forced 
labour^^— is less important than the underlying 
approach. For what w^as this alleged threatening 
competition of which the capitalist propagandists 
began since the Five Year Plan to express such fear ? 
What could make it so dangerous, coming from a 
country with the handicap of a long-arrested backward 
development ? The menace, it was commonly explained, 
arose because here was a new phenomenon of an 
enormous State economic organisation embracing one 
hundred and sixty million people. Yet all the 
authorities of capitalism bad taught from a thousand 
platforms and in a thousand textbooks that any State 
economic organisation is bound to be utterly 
incompetent, inefficient, wasteful, unproductive, and in 
every way unfit to compete with private enterprise. 
How then could they fear its competition ? But the 
further explanation was offered : the competition is 
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menacing because this State organisation is able to 
use ‘‘slave labour/^ 'while the capitalists have to pay 
for wage-labour and cannot compete. The argument 
is here based on the failure to distinguish between 
the real slavery of one class to another in the “free 
labour’’ of capitalist society, and the oolloctivo 
discipline of a classless so(3iety, in which the workers 
are the owners and rulers. But even admitting the 
premise, what would follow ? The menace of the 
campetition is stated to arise because of “slave-labour.’’ 
Yet it is the commonplace of every economic textbook, 
and this time not in imaginary theory, but based on 
experience, that slave-labour is the most costly, 
wasteful, inefficient form of labour and invariably 
breaks down when brought into competition with 
wage-labour. 

In truth, the victory of socialism in the Soviet Union 
dealt capitalism a heavy blow, neither by the fictitious 
“dumping,” nor by the equally fictions “forced labour,” 
but by the demonstration of capitalist bankruptcy and 
of the superiority of the socialist organisation of 
production. The ideologists of the capitalist world 
were placed in a quandary. Either they would have 
had to abandon all their propaganda against socialism, 
and to admit that the Soviet economic organisation 
is a more scientific, efficient organisation, i.o. that 
the form of labour, so far from being “slave-labour,” 
in an obviously higher form of labour (witness the 
Stakhanov movement), as easily outstripping wage- 
labour as wage-labour outstrips slave-labour, or they 
would have had to abandon, their propaganda of the 
“economic menace” of the new form of organisation. 
But in fact they wished to have it both ways. They 
endeavoured at once to insist on the utterly inefficient 
and slave character of the form of organisation, and 
at the same time to insist on the invincible menace of 
its competition to capitalist industry. The very fact 
that they thus sought to use both argument at once 
revealed that these were only the propagandist covers 
for a deeper antagonism. 

Deeper behind these specious propagandist 
arguments of “dumping,” “slave -labour” “forced 
labour,” etc., lay the real fear and growing sense of 
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capitalist decline in the face of the triumphant rise of 
socialism. The contrast of the world economic crisis 
of capitalism, with lowered production and mass 
unemployment, developing at the very same time as 
the Five Year Plan, with soaring production and the 
abolition of unemployment, struck the imagination of 
all. Once, imperialism had set up its cordon sanitaire 
against the spread of the Soviet regime. To-day a 
new type of pacific cordon sanitaire of the Soviet regime 
against the capitalist crisis was revealed, the magic 
circle of socialism, through which the raging economic 
crisis of the capitalist world could not pass, and 
within which was maintained a world of sanity, peace 
and construction in the midst of the howling anarchy, 
destruction and conflict of the capitalist world. This 
deepening sense of capitalist decline and socialist 
advance was expressed by the Economic Adviser of the 
Bank of England in 1931. when he declared that, 
unless some kind of “planned arrangement’^ could be 
achieved within capitalism, 

“there could be nothing in the future for this 
country but a slow decline — or if one generalised for 
the individualistic Western World, a slow decline 
relative to the possibilities of the competing regime 
which was being developed in Russia.^^ 

(0. M. W. Sprague, Economic Adviser to the 

Bank of England, address to the English-Speaking 
Union, TAe Times, May 13th, 1931) 

This contrast became all the more marked with the 
next stage of socialist advance— the stage of the 
second Five Year Plan of 1933-1937. During the first 
Five Year Plan the Soviet population had still to 
make conscious sacrifice of immediate benefit, and to 
exert heavy strain and effort, in order to b^ild the 
foundations of heavy industry without capital, out 
of income, and to meet the difficulties of the first 
stages of agricultural collectivisation in the face of the 
resistance of the richer peasants. But with the secpnd 
Five Year Plan the fruits of effort began to pour in, 
with rising abundance on every side, ’ The foundations 
of heavy industry homing been laid, it was now possible 
to hasten forward the development of light industry 
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aiid of production of consumption goods. The objectives 
of the second Plan include to double the i^roduction 
of producers, goods, and to increase the production of 
consumers’ goods two-and one-third times, bringing 
the total output of large-scale industry to more than 
eight times pre-war ; to double the gross output of 
agriculture, increasing grain supplies fifty per cent 
and meat supplies threetbld : to double real wages, to 
treble expenditure on housing, and to increase 
expenditure on social services nearly fourfold. The 
Seventeenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union defined the “fundamental political task’’ 
of the second Five Year Plan as : 

“the final liquidation of the capitalist elements and 
of classes in general, the complete removal of the 
causes which produce class differences and 
exploitation, the overcoming .of the remnants of 
capitalism in economy and in the minds of the 
people, the conversion of the whole of the 
population of the country into conscious and active 
builders of the classless socialist society,*’ 

With the successful advance of the second Five 
Year Plan, now in its fourth year, with the visible 
increase of abundance and the “joy of life’* {in the 
words of Stalin describing the latest stage in the Soviet 
Union and the significance of the Stakhanov movement), 
and with the emergence of such significant phenomena of 
the new life as the Stakhanov movement or development 
of technique, no longer merely by technical experts from 
above, but by the workers themselves in their work, 
the growing anxiety of the capitalist world over the 
triumph of socialism in the Soviet Union began to 
enter into a new phase, leaving behind the old bogies 
of “‘dumping” etc. .With every year the relative 
weight of the socialist sector in the economic worid- 
balanoe was increasing. With every year the contrast bet- 
ween the conditions of life for the masses in the socialist 
world and the capitalist world was becoming more 
marked and was .exerting its influence in all countries. 
With the development of heavy industry the socialist 
world bad become economically independent of the capita- 
list world With a few more years development it would .be- 
come fully impregnable in a military sense and too strong 
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for the weakened capitalist world to attempt to 
attack. Thus the thought began to develop more and 
more urgently in the reactionary circles of all countries 
in the capitalist world, and increasingly under the 
influence of the economic crisis and subsequent 
depression, that only one weapon was left, to return 
to the direct attack which had been defeated in the 
early interventionalist wars, and to launch, this time 
with a more concerted strategy, the military 
offensive against the Soviet Union, while the superior 
forces were still on the side of imperialism. Nazi 
Germany on the one side, and Fascist-militarist 
Japan on the other, provided the weapons and the 
means. This was the new strategy to which pow'erful 
sections of imperialism, especially in Britain, began 
increasingly to turn. 

2. The Fascist Imperialist Grusade 
Against the Soviet Union 

The aim of war against the Soviet Union for its 
destruction was never abandoned by the reactionary 
elements of imperialism since the defeat of the 
interventionist wars. This was not only a question 
of White Guard circles and their influential backers 
in London, Paris, Berlin, New York or Tokio, of 
the openly chauvinist and jingo elements like the 
Rothermeres and Hearsts, of military elements like 
the Fochs and Ludendorffs, or of directly interested 
elements of finance-capital like the Detordings and 
Kreugers. Throughout, the same line appears and 
reappears in governmental expression, in the shape of 
appeals and diplomatic manoeuvres for a united 
imperialist front against the Soviet Union. The 
leadership of this hostility has throughout lain with 
the most powerful circles of British imperialism, the 
most conscious as a world power with extended world 
interests, with a deep-seated tradition of striking 
down every revolutionary movement in the world 
since the struggles against the French Revelation, 
the centre of world reaction, and now seeing as 
the basic issue of the post-war period the battle of 
imperialism against the world socialist revolution* 
•This line has appeared again and again in British 
policy throughout the post-war period at critical 
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turning-points, not only in the most active leadership 
in the wars of intervention, but again in subsequent 
diplomatic moves, in the Curzon ultimatiini of 1923, 
in the Zinoviev forgery of 1924, in the Locarno 
manceuvres of 1925, in the Areos raid and rupture 
of 1927, in the Birkenhead Mission to Berlin in 1928, 
and in the renewed rupture over the trial of the 
engineers in 1932. Again and again Britain has sought 
to draw the Powers to a united imperialist front 
against the Soviet Union, only for the plans to break 
down against the, contradictions of imx3erialist interests. 
In the most recent period, however, since 1934 a 
conflict of forces has arisen, owing to the increasing 
complication of the international situation, and the 
direct menace to British interests involved in the 
advance of Nazi Germany and Japan ; but powerful 
forces are still pressing forward the line of support 
to these against the Soviet Union, and even seeing 
in this situation the most favourable opportunity 
in their view that has yet presented itself for launching 
the offensive. 


At the present day the direct offensive aggainst 
the Soviet Union, with open aims of war of aggression 
and expansion by partition of territory of the Soviet 
Union, is led by Nazi Germany and Japan. But this 
offensive has powerful backers in leading reactionary 
circles in the other imperialist countries, especially 
within the ruling forces of British imperialism. The 
diplomatic and strategic plans for a joint German- 
Polish-Japanese war of expansion against the Soviet 
Union, with British support in the background, have 
to-day reached a very advanced stage. This offensive 
constitutes the deepest underlying menace of major 
war in the world to-day. It is necessary to face the 
facts of this situation plainly, at the same ^ time as 
taking into consideration the complications* in the 
imperialist camp, as well as the strength of the peace 
forces, which may yet hinder it. 

The central pivot of this offensive is the conception 
of a combined attack by Japan in the East, and by 
Nazi Germany, with Polish support, in the West, 
against the Soviet Union, 
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The Japanese aims of expansion in Eastern Asia, 
and calculations of inevitable future war against the 
Soviet Union, are well known and openly expressed 
by the dominant military party. These aims underlie 
the continuous refusal up to the present of the 
repeated Soviet ojffers of a non-aggression treaty 
between Japan and the Soviet Union. The Japanese 
objectives of territorial expansion at the expense of 
the Soviet Union, freely expressed in semi-official 
literature of the military elements, are directed to the 
Far Eastern Province, Soviet Sakhalin, Kamschatka, 
Outer Mongolia (in association with the Soviet Union), 
and — in the more ambitious projects — the whole of 
Eastern Siberia up to Lake Baikal, which Japanese 
troops already occupied in the years after the war 
and only abandoned after prolonged resistance. The 
extending Japanese war of aggression since 1931, which 
has established Japanese military control of Manchukuo, 
Jehol, Chahar and Inner Mongolia, has established the 
foundations for the offensive against Outer Mongolia 
and the Soviet Union, for which strategic preparations 
are being actively carried forward. 

Nevertheless, Japan would hesitate to face the 
hazard of war against the Soviet Union without the 
backing of other imperialist Powers. In the first 
stages of the offensive, during the critical year 1932, 
Japan had the effective backing of Britain and 
France, and the Conservative Press of both countries 
openly encouraged Japan to go forw^ard as the 
champion against Bolshevism in the Far East. ^ But 
the advent of Hitler to powder in Germany transformed 
the international situation. France, in alarm before 
the Nazi menace, moved to closer relations with 
the Soviet Union. Japan, on the other hand, 
now found in Nazi Germany its predestined 
ally for the attack on the Soviet Union, in order 

1 Significant of this stage was the Papal Encyclical ^‘Caritate 
Christr’ of May 1932, which, in openly calling fora united front 
of all imperialist States to overthrow the ‘'phalanx of atheistic 
communists,” the “enemies of social order,” by “all legitimate 
human means,” made a specific addition to include Japan in this 
unity of “Christian” nations : 

“The Pope accordingly calls upon all the nations to put 

aside all base egoism and to unite all their forces in a single 
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to divide the Soviet forces. The role of Nazi Germany 
thus became the critical role for the attack on the 
Soviet Union. 

The plans of Nazi Germany for a war of expansion 
in Eastern Europe at the expense of the Soviet Union 
are as open and unconcealed as the Japanese plans in 
thoFar East, and have been discussed in the last chapter. 
These aims constitute the pivot of Nazi foreign 
policy. 

The conception of an ultimate inevitable war of 
imperialism, under British hegemony, against the 
Soviet Union, and the problem of Germany’s role, 
have preo ccupied German military and diplomatic 
opinion throughout the post-war period, and indeed 
constituted the uiidercurrent of the Locarno negotiations. 
One acho ol saw the most favourable possibility for 
Germany to rebuild its power on the basis of the 
Anglo-Soviet antagonism. Another school saw danger 
in this path for Germany to become the caVs-paw 
of the Western imperialist interests and sought to 
manoeuvre between West and East. Already at the end of 
the war Ludendorff sought to offer a miUtarj^ alliance 
to Poch for a joint war on the Soviet Kepublic. 
The Rapallo Treaty in 1922 was carried by the Eastern 
school, led by Baron von Maltzahn, in the face of 
the extreme hesitation of the Chancellor, Wirth. 1923 
Lord d’Abernon, the British Ambassador in Berlin, saw 
General Hoffmann, the ‘diero” of Brest-Litovsk, and 
recorded in his diary : 

front against the battalions of evil, enexnios of God 
no less than of mankind. Although those who glory in 
the nwme of Christ should he the ftrst in this union of mwds 
and strengthf let these lihewise loyally aid who still believe in 
Cod and adore Him. For tho peril threatens all and aims at 
overthrowing tho very foundations of all social order and all 
'authority*— 'Which ia faith in God* In this combat for religion 
and social peace all legitimate human means must bo 
used.” 

The ingenuity of this bloodthirsty old man to find moans to 
include Japanese imperialism in his “Christian” crusndo for 
the overthrow of communism is only equalled by tho parallel 
ingenuity m discovering that the Japanese are really 
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‘'All his opinions are governed hy his general 
conception that nothing can go right in the world 
until the civilised Powers of the West come together 

and hang the Soviet Government Asked if 

he believed in the possibility of any unity between 
France, Germany and England to attack Russia, 
he replied : 'It is such a necessity, it must 
come.^ 

(Lord d’Abernon, An Ambassado'r of Peace) 

The same ultimate conception underlay Locarno. 
Lord dhAbernon, who as British Ambassador in Berlin 
was the principal architect of Locarno behind the 
scenes, gave subsequently his view of its real 
significance : 

“Western civilisation was menaced by an external 
danger which, coming into being during the war, 
threatened a cataclysm equalled only b 3 ^ the fall 
of the Roman Empire , . . . The fundamental 
character of the change to be imposed by 
violence on the organisation of European civilisation 
was indeed such that it might have been anticipated 
that the Western nations would realise the petty 
nature of their own differences and compose them 
in order to combine against the common danger. But 
such an anticipation would not have taken into 
account that weakness in humann nature which is 
alwaj'S prone to exaggerate the near; the local and the 
national, to the exclusion of wider considerations. . • . 

“This fact reinforces the argument that in 
judging the Locarno policy attention must not be 
confined to the Rhine frontier and the traditional 
. antagonism between Gaul and Teuton/* 

(Lord d*Abernon, An Ambassador of Peace^ pp, 20-21) 

This view was also openly expressed by the British 
Government Minister, Ormsbj’-Gore, at the time ; 

“The solidarity of Christian civilisation is necessary 
to stem the most sinister force that has arisen 
r.ot onty in our lifetime, but previously’’ in European 
history. 
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“ The struggle at Locarno as I see i(i was this ; 
Is Germany to regard her future as bound up 
with the fate of the great Western Powers, or 
is she going to work with Russia for the destruction 
of Western civilisation ? 

‘‘The significance of Locarno is tremendous. 
It means that, so far as the present Government 
of Germany is concerned, it is detached from 
Russian and is throwing in its lot with the Western 
party.^' 

(Rt. Hon. W.C.A. Ormsby-Qoro, speech at 

Manchester, October 23rd, 1925) 

These ultimate objectives of the Locarno policy 
broke down against the conflict of interests of British 
and French imperialism, and against the skilful 
manoeuvring policy of Stresemann, who had no intention 
of allowing Germany to become the tool of Western 
imperialism, and who turned the subsequent Franco- 
German co-operation at Thoiry in 1926 to directions 
not intended by the British aims. Britain, after the 
rupture with the Soviet Union in 1927, sought to 
secure the support of Paris and Berlin in following 
the same lino, but without success. Marshal Foch, in 
an interview to the Sunday Referee on August 21st, 
1927, stated that he had proposed iii 1919 by sufficient 
military support to the border States to destroy once 
and for all the “Bolshevik menace,^’ and that ho was 
still of opinion that this should be the aim of united 
British-French action ; but the French Foreign Office 
refused to follow this line and instead entered on 
negotiations for a treaty of non-aggression with the 
Soviet Union (not concluded till 1932). The Birkenhead 
Mission to Berlin in 1928 for the same purpose w’’as 
equally fruitless. According to the London correspondent 
of the semi-official Vossisclie-Zeitung in April 1928 : 

“English Ministers have in the past months 
repeatedly taken soundings of German diplomats 
as to whether the Gorman parliamentary majority 
would be ready, in return for the funding of the 
Dawes paymei ts and final fixing of reparations, 
formally to break oi^f all relations with, Russia, 
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to denounce all treaties without delay, and to 
carry through an economic boycott, against 
Soviet Russia. During the boycott, Germany, 
France and England should form a Reconstruction 
Syndicate to support the bourgeois-democratic 
Russian Government which after the collapse of 
the Soviet Government would come to the 
helm/^ 

The Daily Telegraph Berlin correspondent reported of 
the Birkenhead Mission in may 1928: 

“It is admitted that in his private conversations 
he repeatedly expressed the opinion that Germany 
would do wisely to make common cause with the 
Western Powers against Russia.’* 

These overtures broke down against Stresemann^s counter 
-demands for the return of colonies to Germany and for 
the right of rearmament as the price of support. 
Britain opposed the first, and France the second. 
In the latter part of 1928 the German Minister of 
Defence, General Groener, gave his view of the governing 
forces of the European situation and the military 
problem for Germany in a secret memorandum : 

“The antagonism between England and Russia is 
notorious.. The fighting out of this antagonism 
is only a question of time ; and Germany runs the 
gravest danger of being drawn into tjie struggle,’^ 

(Secret memorandum of General Groener; 

German Minister of Defence, published by 

Wickham Steed in the Review of Reviews. 

January-February 1929) 


All these attempts of British imperialism in the 
post-war period to organise the united imperialist 
front against the Soviet Union and to utilise Germany 
the weapon of the offensive broke down against 
' " the contradictions of imperialism in Europe, and still 
more against the contradictions of the interna! situation 
c;^n Germany. So long as the strength of the working 
glass in Germany was nubrofeen* no German 
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Government} could dare to use Germany as the tool 
of Western imperialism against the Soviet Union. 
Therefore the first task of imperialism, in order to 
carry through the offensive against Soviet Union, was 
to break the resistance of the working class in 
Germany. The battle botweexi the working class and 
Fascism in Germany became tho critical centre of 
the world situation." Only when, through the division 
of the working class and tho Social -Democratic refusal 
of tho united front, the Nazi dictatorship was able 
to establish its terror over the German masses, only 
then was the path cleared for the imperialist crusade 
against the Soviet Union, with the attempt to use 
the German people as its tool. The Nazis, who had been 
in close contact with leading sections of British 
Conservatism already before their accession to power, 
replaced the Stresemanns and Brunings, who had 
proved insuflSciently pliant to the British demands, 
and addressed their foreign policy to play up to the 
aims of these sections of British imperialism. 

The Nazi foreign policy has been examined in the 
previous chapter. In all its statements it was from the 
outset openly directed to hostility against tho Soviet 
Union and to territorial expansion at tho expense of 
the Soviet Union. Its essential line was to seek the 
alliance of Britain, playing up to British opposition to 
France and to anti-Soviet sontimonts in Britain, on 
this basis to secure German rearmament, to paralyse 
France, to establish German domination in Central 
Europe, and, thus strengthened, to direct tho attack 
eastwards* for expansion at the expense of the Soviet 
Union and the border States, to strike down an isolated 
France, and only ultin>ately to advance to the full 
'Colonial demands - against Britain. 

The key to this policy was the British alliance on 
the one side, aud the Eastern expansionist oiffensivo 
, on the other. As already seen in the provious chapter, 
British.support was successfully secured to make possible 
German rearmament, and, by concentrating on Western 
European security, to leave Germany the ‘*freo hand’' 
in Central and Eastern Europe. 

; ^But this Eastern expansionist offensive required the 
'hllfenhfe of" PolfiiiiS, *the deepest^ enemy of * post-war 
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Germany in view of the long-standing conflicts over 
the Corridor and Upper Silesia, in order to make 
possible the offensive against the Soviet Union. This 
was the initial problem of Nazi policy for the realisation 
of such an objective. This problem was solved, or 
attempted to be solved (for there is still an inner conflict 
within Poland over its future alignment), by the German- 
Polish Treaty of 1934. On what basis had these two 
States come together in view of their profound 
contradictions ? There could be only one basis, the 
common campaign against the Soviet Union, Informed 
Press correspondents from all countries reported that 
a plan had been reached, whether embodied as secret 
clauses in the German-Polish Treaty or as an 
accompanying understanding, for a joint German-Polish 
offensive against the Soviet Union, at the same time 
as Japan should launch war in the Far East, with the 
immediate aim of the partition of Soviet Ukraine. In 
1934 an obviously inspired article in the Fortnightly 
Review^ by L. Lawton, declared : 

‘•Whereas formerly German statesmen looked both 
to the East and to the West, Hitler at present looks 
to the East only. Poland is also believed to harbour 
designs of Eastern expansion. . . .In some quarters it 
is suspected that the pact of non-aggression recently 
concluded between Germany and Poland contains 
secret clauses defining the spheres of influence of the 
two signatories in Soviet Russia, with special 
reference to the Ukraine. No one who studies the 
map of Eastern Europe can doubt that there are 
immense possibilities of a German-Polish compromise 
at the expense of others. The idea of including 
Ukraine within the Western European system, and 
moving Russia on towards the East is certainly 
tempting... An independent or autonomous Ukraine 
is indispensable for European economic progress, 
and for world peace. Through Ukraine lies the 
shortest land route from the West to Persia and 

India With Ukraine as part of a * democratic 

federative system there would, it is hoped, come 
into existence a grouping of States with which Great 
Britain could be on friendly terms. The mon^ent is 
long overdue for the creation of some such grouping 
in Eastern Europe;*^ \ * 
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In February 1935 the Warsaw correspondent oflho Daily 
Mail, in close touch with Polish ruling circles, reported : 

I 

* ‘According to what is believed to bo authentic 
information, plans aro being discussed for a meeting 
between Herr Hitler and Marshal Pilsudski, the 
Dictator of Poland, at which they wouhl discuss the 
possibility of a Polish-German military alliance, the 
provisions of which would include the separation of 
the Ukraine from Russia should war break out in 
the Far East/^ 

The Polish Press openly discussed these aims. In 1935 
a book by Wladimir Studnicki, Poland's Political Aims, 
which was widely circulated, set out the full-scale 
programme for the projected amputation of the Soviet 
Union on the East, the South the West and declared : 

“Poland has the strongest interest in a victory 
of Japan over Russia. Participation in a Russo- 
Japanese war would be possible if Poland were to 
ally itself with Germany with this in view. No 
attention need be paid to Franco which occupies 
to-day a secondary position. Poland and Germany 
could lay the foundations of a great Central 
European 6toc.’" 

(WL. Studnicki, Poland^ s Political Aims, 1935) 

The German Press was no less open in the proclamation 
of its aims • and indeed every Government speech and 
Nazi broadcast was an open incitement against the 
Soviet Union. In November 1935 Schacht met Montagu 
Norman, the Governor of the Bank of England, and 
f Tannery, the Governor of the Banque de France. The 
»*penoh journalist, “Pertinax^^ let out what Schacht 
informed the French representative in proposing 
Franco-German co-operation : 

“We have no intention to change our Western 
frontiers. Sooner or later Germany and Poland 
•will share the Ukraine, but for the moment we 
shall be satisfied with making our strength felt 
over the Baltic provinces.” , • •• • 
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(Dr. Schacht, interview with the Governor of the 
Banque de France, reported by “Pertinax” in the 

Echo de Paris, November 3rd, 1935) 

At the same time close political and military 
relations were established between Germany and 
Poland on the one side, and Japan on the other. In 
December 1933 the Lokal Anzeieger, proclaimed the 
line : 


‘‘Events in the Far East are exerting every day 
more and more influence on the position in Europe, 
although many European statesmen are unwilling 
to understand the real significance of these 
events.... At the moment when Japan desires to 
obtain a solution which will commence in 
Vladivostok, but the aim of which is still uncertain, 
the movement of world history will also begin 
in Europe. 

(Bevlin Lokal Anzeiger, December 1st, 1933) 
In January 1934 The Times reported from Berlin ; 

“For some time German military and official 
circles have taken the keenest interest in the 
activities of Japan and the development of the Far 
Eastern situation. The possibility of a trial of 
strength between Japan and Russia and the 
consequent diversion of Soviet interest from European 
affairs is of the greatest interest to Germany. 
Whatever the diplomatic intentions of Germany 
towards Japan may be, there has been in past months 
a good deal of so-called ‘cultural contact’ between the 
two countries. The attitude of Japan towards the 
League and the ambitious and energetic character 
of Japanese policy make a great appeal to exponents 
of National Socialism.” 

(T/iC Times, January 25th, 1934) 

In February 1935 the Observer described the relations 
between Germany, Poland and Japan in the following 
terms ; 

“Why is Tokio diplomacy so busy at this moment 
in Warsaw and in Berlin ? Why has Berlin so far 
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refused the Eastern pact, as a year ago she refused 
the Baltic Pact 1 Moscow supplies the answer to 
both questions. The relations between Germany, 
Poland and Japan become closer everyday. In an 
emergency they would amount to an anti- Russian 
alliance.*' 

[Ohsarver, February 17th, 1935) 

On December 1st, 1935, a conference of Japanese 
military and naval attaches in Eiiroi>e took place in 
Berlin, and later in the same month the French Press 
reported that a secret military convention beetween 
Germany and Japan had been initialled by von 
Ribbentrop and the Japanese military attache in Berlin. 
The meeting of General Goering and General Sawada, 
the Japanese military envoy, at Warsaw in February 
1936, was reported to be further connected with these 
preparations. 

The aims of the German-Polish-Japanese bloc were 
furher directed to drawing in additional States of Central 
anudtNorthern Europe against the Soviet Union. German 
influ ence was strongly established over Hungary and 
Finland, and to some extent in the Scandinavian 
countries. In September 1935 took place the Rominter 
meeting in East Prussia of Germany, represented by 
Goering and von Ribbentrop; Hungary, represented by 
the Prime Minister, Goemboes; Poland, represented by 
General Fabrici and Prince Radziw 11, the Ctairman of 
the Parliamentary Foreign Affairs Commiteo; and 
Finland, represented by General Mannerheini. The aim 
was set, according to The Times Berlin correspondent, 
to reach 

‘‘a future German- Polish-Hungarian-Italian- 
Bulgariau— even possibly Rumanian— 

''It seems to be feared in some conservative circles 
not only that air arrangement have been discussed, 
but also that naval and military ideas have been 
exchanged; and that Bulgaria, Finland (whoso 
strategical position for naval operations is talked of) 
and even Rumania— since the Soviot-Rumanian 
rapprochement began to look like a false alarm— have 
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been drawn in. Even Japan is suspected of figuring 
in these dreams of the future.’^ 

{The Times, October 15th, 1935) 

The same basic purpose governed von Ribbentrop’s 
visit to Brussels in September 1935 ; in a secret interview 
to the Belgian Prime Minister, Van Zeeland, he offered, 
according to the Press reports : 

“If Belgium would guarantee not to take any 
action against Germany if Germany became involved 
in any struggle in Eastern Europe, Belgium need 
fear nothing from rearmed Germany/^ 

Approaches were even made, ‘though without success, 
to Turkey. In May 1934 the Philadelphia Public Ledger 
reported that Esmin Pasha, the chief of the Turkish 
Mission to Moscow in that month; and informed the 
Soviet authorities that in March the Japanese Foreign 
Minister had approached the Turkish representative in 
Tokio to state that war between Japan and the Soviet 
Union was certain in the future^ and to suggest a secret 
Japanese-Turkish Treaty by which, in the event of a 
Soviet- Japanese war, Turkey would not oppose the 
passage of troops to invade Transcaucasia; and that, 
futrther, the Japanese Admiral Matoussima had visited 
Angora to repeat these propositions and to offer 
compensation to Turkey by the acquisitsion of territory 
in Transcaucasia, adding that similar propositions had 
been made to Berlin and Warsaw and had been well 
received. Turkey repulsed these proposals, and the 
Turkish Press stated that Turkish policy would remain 
faithful to its friendship with the Soviet Union (see the 
French journal, Ln, of June 1st, 1934, for Press extracts 
on this episode). 

The plans of the German-Polish-Japanese war on the 
Soviet Union have thus reached a very advanced degree 
of preparation. Bub the question of such an offensive 
raises at once the question of the decisive role of British 
and French imperialism, representing still the dominant 
impierialisfc Powers of Europe. If Britain and France 
stand firmly and unmistakably with the Soviet Union 
for the maintenance of peace, then the prospects of the 
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war offensive of Germany, Poland and Japan are blocked, 
and Poland is likely to veer to the stronger side. 

On the side of French imperialism the present 
balance of forces is favourable to peace. The Franco- 
Soviet pact is the strongest bulwark of peace which 
stands in the way of the war plans of the Gorman- 
Polish-Japanese offensive. Hence the anger of the Nazi 
Goverment against the Franco-Soviet Pact. The 
Franco-Soviet Pact has now been ratified after a 
prolonged inner struggle between the Left and Right 
forces. Just as the temporary defeat of the working 
class in Germany, through the failure to realise the 
united front, opened the path to the war offensive, so 
the victory of the united front in Franco and tho 
consequent strength of the working-class and popular 
forces has strengthened the forces of peace. The 
Right Wing elements in French imperialism, however, 
led by Laval, are openly hostile to this lino and favour 
a line of co-operation with Hitler, allowing him a free 
hand in the East in return for a guarantee of the French 
frontiers. Thus the New York Herald Tribune, reported 
during Laval’s premiership : 

‘Premier Laval, who is also Foreign Minister, is a 
strong partisan of an agreement between the French 
Third Republic and the Nazi Third Reich, and is 
reported to be willing to scrap tho Franco-Soviet 
Pact, which has been signed but not ratified by tho 
French parliament, for an agreement w^hcreby the 
Hitler regime would guarantee Franco's eastern 
frontier in exchange for complete freedom of action 
in the Memel region and in tho Ukraine. 

(New York Herald-Tridune, November 11th, 1935) 

Laval was defeated and removed from power. Against 
this line stand, not only the French People’s Front, but 
also those elements in French imperialism, strongly 
represented in the General Staff, which clearly see that 
such a line would be suicidal and, by sacrificing Eastern 
and Central Europe, prepare the way for the annihilation 
of France by Germany. So long as the People’s Front 
maintains its strength in France against tho Right Wing 
and Fascist elements, the Franco-Soviet Pact is safe*^ 



The Soviet TJnion and the World 


311 


But what of British imperialism ? Here, as in the 
whole situation of gathering war menace already surveyed 
in the last chapter, we come to the crucial question. If 
Nazi Germany can count on the support of British 
imperialism, it will go forward with its offensive ; 

‘'Germany does not fear a IFrance-Bussian military 
alliance [sic] if she can succeed in keeping England 
in ‘splendid isolation/ Germany would welcome 
isolation if she knew it were being shared by the 
British Empire. She would then go forward with her 
hands free/* 

(Berlin correspondent of the Observer, 

March 3 1st, 1935) 

The decisive role of British policy for war or peace was 
recognised in an analysis by the Economist of " The 
Alternatives Before Britain’* : 

“We cannot afford to see Europe fall under the 
domination of a single aggressive military Power. In 
naked terms this means that, if ever there is another 
European war in which Germany is a belligerent we 
shall not be able to afford to see ‘the Third Reich’ 
emerge victorious in Europe either in the West or in 
the East.’* 

What, then, is to be done ? The journal, writing in April 
1935, saw the possibility of a collective peace bloc of 

“Powers who, like ourselves, are eager to keep the 
peace because they have everything to lose and nothing 
to gain by any violent change in the European status 
quo. The list of these Powers includes Russia and the 
Little Entente and the Balkan group, besides Italy 
and France. If Great Britain were to throw her weight 
into this scale, the preponderance of European force 
that would then be mobilised against possible German 
aggression would be so overwhelming that Germany 
would almost certainly be rendered impotent for 
making mischief- era^ Frocurandum. 

“Nevertheless, this ip not practical politics; for 
B.ritish participation ip such.. an .apti-Geripan military 
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alliance would not be tolerated by British public 
opinion/’ 

(“The Alternatives Before Britain/’ the Economist, 

April 6th, 1935) 

In other words, the adhesion of Britain to the oolleotivo 
peace hloc with France, the Soviet Union, the Little 
Fntente and the smaller States against German 
aggression in any part of Europe would, in the opinion 
of this well-informed financial journal, guarantee peace 
against the Nazi offensive, but it is ‘‘not practical 
politics/^ 

What, then, is the line of British imperialism ? 
British policy in all official expression professes support 
of peace and collective security. But at the same time 
Britain has in practice supported and assisted Gorman 
rearmament, facilitated each step of the Nazi offensive, 
and by proclaiming repeatedly that Britsh commitments 
must be limited to Western European security, that 
“the British frontier ends at the Rhine,’* and that 
Britain can accept no commitments for security in 
Eastern Europe, has encouraged the conception of the 
“free hand” for Hitler in Eastern Europe. The heaviest 
responsibility for the advance of the Nazi offensive 
during 1933-1936 has rested with British official policy, 
as led by the National Government. 

In fact a conflict is taking place in British policy. 
One camp supports the German-Japanese offensive, seeing 
in this a means of weakening the Soviet Union and at the 
same time deflecting the German- Japanese expansionist 
aims from the sphere of British interests, and seeks only 
to prevent the extension of the conflict to Western 
Europe. The other camp stands for collective security 
in Europe as a whole. 

The camp of supporters of the German-Japanese 
offensive contains in the first place the Fascist and pro- 
Fascist elements. This line is typically expressed in the 
Rothermere Press (reinforced by the Beaverbrook Press 
“isolationist’^ litie) : 

“The sturdy young Nazis of Germany are Europe’s 
guardia&s ^-against the comtuunist danger.. ♦ Germany 
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must have elbow-room . *Oncc Germany has acquired 
the additional territory she needs in Western Russia, 
the problem of the Polish Corridor could be settled 
without difficulty. . ..The diversion of Germany’s 
reserves of energies and organising ability into 
Bolshevik Russia would help to restore the Russian 
people to a civilised existence, and perhaps turn the 
tide of world trade once more towards prosperity. 
By the same process Germany’s need for expansion 
would be satisfied, and that growing menace which 
at present darkens the horizon would be removed 
for ever. 


(Lord Rothermere, Daily Mail, November 

28th, 1933) 

This line supports a British-French defensive alliance as 
a means of forcing German expansion eastwards against 
the Soviet Union : 

^‘The Daily Mail has for years urged the 
advisability of a defensive alliance w’ith France. But 
it was to be of a type which was not directed against 
Germany — an alliance to protect the integrity of 
French territory in Western Europe, clear of all 
entanglements in Eastern Europe, and leaving 
Germany a free hand there against Bolshevism. 

{Daily Mail editorial, April 1st, 1936) 
The same line is expressed by Mosley and British 
Fascism ; 

‘‘The future of Germany must lie on her Eastern 
frontiers in an Empire to which the future sets no 
limits.” 

( Sir Oswald Mosley. Sunday Dispatch, January 

13th, 1935) 

A similar line is expressed by the right Conservative 
elements, represented by the former Colonial Minister, 
Amery, with regard to the Japanese offensive against 
the Soviet Union : 
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‘‘While it is no part of our policy, or of American 
polic}^ to foster a quarrel between Japan and Soviet 
Rufcjsia, it would bo no concern of ours, if wuch a quarrel 
developed into war, to prevent Japanese expansion in 
Eastern Siberia. ” 

(L. S. Amery, The Forward View, 1935, p, 288) 

An openly aggressive advocacy of support for a u ar of 
Nazi Germany agaijist the Soviet Union is expressed by 
certain Service elements, as typically voiced by the 
journal the Aeroplane : 

‘‘For years we have preached that the next really 
big job of the Royal Air Force will be to go to 
Germany to help in staving off a Russian invasion, 
and consequently we hold that any kind of Western 
European pact should be an alliance of all the whit© 
nations, including Mediterraneans, against the yellow 
or red people East of Warsaw. 

(The Jaraptona, February 13th, 1935) 

These open incitements to war on the Soviet Union are 
ceaseless in the British Jingo Press, especially in the 
millionaire “popular’’ press. 

These open voices of British chauvinism and pro- 
Fascism are not yet the voice of British official policy, 
though they are often the principal driving forces behind 
it, and its advance expression, as the similar campaign 
leading up to the war of 1914 revealed. The dominant 
official policy, however, as represented by the National 
Government, is rather based on more subtle calculations. 
These calculations received an extremely clear expression 
already in 1934 in an interview given by a “prominent 
English Conservative statesman’^ to the Vienna Neue 
Freie Presm on May 17th, 1934. 

“We. give Japan freedom of action with regard to 
Russia., whereby the export policy which Japan is 
compelled to pursue at present would be radically 
changed*. •. 

“We give ‘Germany the right to rearm; we * conclude 
an alliance with France so that, as a -result of Franco- 
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British co-operation, an expansion by Germany to the 
West will be impossible. On the other hand, we open to 
Germany the way to the East by giving it a possibility 
of expansion. By this means we divert Japan and 
Germany, and keep Russia in check. 

The calculation here expressed is much closer to the 
dominant line of British Conservatism, as represented by 
the National Government. The menace of Nazi Germany 
and of Japanese expansion to British interests is recognised, 
at the same time as the class hostility of imperialist 
interests to the Soviet Union. The strategic inference is 
drawn to set one enemy against the other. British policy, 
according to this calculation, eggs on Nazi Germany and 
Japan against the Soviet Union, thus diverting their 
oifensive from the spheres of British interests, with the 
prospect of in this way neutralising the power of both 
sides, and, in the event of a conflict, letting both sides 
wear one another out, while Britain remains neutral, 
drawing the profits of the war, and emerging as the 
effective ultimate victor. That this is the line of British 
policy is also the view of the Erench author, Francis 
Delaisi, who gave a notably accurate forecast of the 
war of 1914, and who in his recent book, The Coming 
War in 1914 and the Coming War in 19B4 {La Guerre qui 
vient 1914 et la guerre qui viet 19S4; Paris, 1934), argues 
that the key to the European future lies in the hands 
of Britain (‘ * w’hoever would foresee the future in Europe 
must first pass by London’’), and that British policy is 
at present directed towards precipitating a destructive, 
war on the Continent, in w^hich Britain will not 
participate, but will through neutrality emerge as victor. 
Certainly the effect of the British line, in rearming 
Germany and refusing security in Eastern Europe, 
while insisting that the wax shall not extend to Western 
Europe, encourages this impression. 

It is only necessary to examine this calculation 
closer in order to see its suicidal character from even 
the narrowest standpoint of the interests of British 
imperialism. In fact, the conception of “localised war’ ’ 
is a dangerous delusion ; no war of such a scale could 
be kept from developing a w^orld character, and 
“isolation” is likely to prove an illusory dream. But 
even assuming the maximum success of these war 
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calculations of a section of the British ruling class, 
assuming the success of British influence in assisting 
(after a suitable offensive against the franc to unseat a 
left Government) a Fascist or Right Wing coup in 
France to nullify the functioning of the Franco-Soviet 
Pact and organise Franco- German co-oporation, and 
assuming on this basis the consequent freeing of 
the path for the Germaii-Polish-Japaneso war under 
British inspiration against the Soviet Union, what 
would be the consequences of such a war for British 
imperialism ? From a purely military point of view, 
leaving out of account the incalculable social- 
political consequences throughout the world, and not 
least in the British Empire, such a war could only 
lead to one of three outcomes. Either the victory 
of Nazi Germany and Japan ; or the victory of the 
Soviet Union ; or a protracted conflict without decisive 
victory. In the first hypothesis Britain would have 
armed and assisted the overwhelming military 
domination of its two most menacing enemies, Nazi 
Germany and Japan, to return with redoubled 
strength, the principal obstacle to their war oifensive 
having been weakened, to the attack against Britain’s 
possessions. In the second hypothesis, British 
imperialism would not only have paved the way to 
a result contrary to its class aims, but the defeat 
of Nazi Germany and Japan in war would inevitably 
lead to internal revolution. In the third hypothesis, 
a protracted conflict without victory would undoubtedly 
crack the unstable basis of the Fascist-militarist 
regimes in Germany and Japan and lead to their 
collapse, with the probability of the rapid extension 
of the socialist revolution to the Rhine, as w^ell ns 
to the whole Eastern Pacific. In every hypothesis 
British imperialism will have weakened its position 
through the final outcome of its dangerous game of 
playing with fire. 


In these circumstances it is not surprising that 
some of the more far-sighted and experienced leaders 
of British Conservatism have taken a critical attitude 
to the line of support for the Nazi offensive as 
fatal to British imperialist interest, and have even 
given a measure of support, not previously heard 
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in these quarters, to the line of collective security 
in unity with all the States in Western and Eastern 
Europe, supporting the maintenance of collective 
security (in Europe), on the basis of the League of 
Nations Covenant, as the only line corresponding 
to the interest of British imperialism at the present 
stage. The mass forces fighting for peace in Britain 
have no sympathy for the outlook of these elements; 
but their role may play a certain part in hindering 
and modifying the so far dominant tendency of support 
for the Nazi war offensive. 

The outcome of this conflict within British policy 
is still undecided. If the camp fighting for the line 
of collective security, for whatever reasons, carries 
the day, and British policy is transformed from the 
present support of Nazi Germany and non commital 
attitude with regard to Central and Eastern Europe, 
to active support of the line of the Franco-Soviet 
Pact and collective maintenance of peace as a whole, 
then the German-Polish-Japanese war offensive may 
be stayed. But the outcome of this conflict in policy 
will in fact depend on the strength of the mass 
struggle in Britain for peace, as it has already 
depended in France. 

3. The Peace Policy of the 
Soviet Union 

In ever sharper contrast to the open war offensive 
of the Fascist States, supported by powerful elements 
in the other imperialists States, is the consistent 
peace policy of the Soviet Lhiion. Thus to the 
extreme poles in social and political structure correspond 
the extreme poles in foreign policy. 

The peace policy of the Soviet Union has developed 
continuously since its foundation. The Soviet 
Union came into existence in the struggle against 
the first world war. Its earliest action, on the morrow 
of the conquest of power, was to issue its call to the 
peoples and Governments of all countries for immediate 
peace without annexations and without indemnities, 
in the famous Peace Decree of November 8th, 1917. 
From the outset the distinctive character of the 
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Soviet peace policy has been that it has striven tmtiringly 
for universal peace for all the peoples of the world, 
as well as for its own couutr 3 ^ Every opportunity 
arising in international politics and in diplomacy has 
been utilised to this end. The range and scale of the 
Soviet fight for world peace has continuously enlarged 
and expanded, as the power of the Soviet Union 
has increased, and as the menace of renewed 
imperialist war draws closer. To-day the Soviet Union, 
grown to one of the most powerful States of the 
world, is carrying forward its historic role in aotivoly 
leading the fight for peace of the peoples of all 
countries against the close menace of the second 
world war. 

Just as the foreign policy of every capitalist Power 
corresponds to its social structure, so the peace 
policy of the Soviet Union corresponds to its social 
structure. The fight of the international working 
class and of the Soviet Union for peace is identical, 
because the basis and interests of both are identical. 
The Soviet Union is not impelled by any of those 
forces which inescapably drive all capitalist States to 
war. The economic structure of the Soviet Union, 
being based on planned production for consumption 
by the community, and not on production for the 
market in order to yield a profit on capital, is not 
driven to fight for the conquest and domination of 
markets as the necessary outlet for surplus goods ; 
has no need of outlets for the exports of capital, 
or of annexations and subjugations of other peoples 
to secure the payment of tribute ; has no need of 
colonies, mandates or subject territories to secure 
for growing capital accumulation extcjiding ureas of 
exploitation ; and has no commercial profit-making 
armaments industries sending round their agents all 
over the world to foment wars and war -scares in the 
hope of dividends from death. 

In short, the peace policy of the Soviet Union 
is the necessary expression of its socialist basis, no 
less than of its internationalist outlook. Hence there 
is here no contradiction between world and deeds. 
While particular capitalist States in particular phases 
and situations may have a temporary interest in the 
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maintenance of peace, interrupting the normal drive 
to war, peace corresponds to the deepest permanent 
interests of the Soviet Union, of its tasks of socialist 
construction, and of the international working class. 
In consequence the fight for peace has been 
consistently and continuously maintained only by 
the Soviet Union through the nineteen years of its 
existence. 

This fundamental character of the foreign policy 
of the Soviet Union as a policy of peace has slowly 
enforced recognition even from conservative bourgeois 
opinion. The myth was long endeavoured to be 
sedulously spread by the class-enemies of socialism, 
and is today still circulated by Fascism, that the 
Soviet Union, because it recognises its role as the 
nucleons of a future world socialist order, is therefore 
committed to endeavour to establish socialism over 
the world at the point of the bayonet. The conception 
is fantastic from the revolutionary standpoint, since 
socialism can only be realised by the will of 
the mass of the people themselves in every country 
in the struggle against their exploiters ; there can be 
I no other basis. This principle was very clearly laid 
Jdown in a Note of the Soviet Union to the United 
States in 1920 : 

. “The Soviet Government clearly understand that 
the revolutionary movement of the working masses 
in every country is their own affair. It holds to the 
principle that communism cannot be imposed by 
force, but that the fight for the communism in every 
country must be carried on by its working masses 
themselves. Seeing that in America and in many other 
countries the workers have not conquered the powers 
of government, and are not even convinced of the 
necessity of their conquest, the Russian Soviet 
Government deems it necessary to establish and 
faithfully to maintain peaceable and friendly 
relations with the existing Governments of those 
' countries,’’ 

(Note of the Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs 
Chicherin, to the United States Secretary of State, 

• Colby, on . October I0th,.1920,. published . in the . 
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United States Foreign Relations, dociiineutary 

scries for 1920) 

On the same, sixteen years later the myth of the 
“export of revolution^’ tos exposed by Stalin in an 
interview in 1936 : 

“We Marxists believe that revolution will ooour 
in other countries as well. But it will (jomo at a 
time when it is considered possible or necessary 
by the revolutionaries in those countries* 

“Export of revolution is nonsense. Each country, 
if it so desires, will make its own revolution, and 
if no such desire exists, no revolution will occur/' 

And further : 

“If you think that the people of the Soviet Union 
have any desires themselves and by force to alter 
the face of the surrounding States, then you are 
badly mistaken. The people of the Soviet Union 
naturally desire that the face of all surrounding 
States should change, but this is the business of 
the surrounding States themselves/’ 

(Stalin, interview to Boy Howard, head of the 

Scripps-Howard newspaper chain in the United 

States, March 1936) 

The Soviet Union stands, and hag always stood from 
the outset, on the basis of freedom of self-determination 
of all peoples by the mass of the people themselves, 
In fact the Soviet Union's national policy of giving 
complete freedom, including the right of secession, to 
all the former subject peoples of the old Tsarist 
Empire was carried out with unwavering completeness 
even inthose countries, such as Finland— to which the 
Bolsheviks gave the independence that Kerensky denied- 
where the resulting independence became the basis of 
bourgeois counter-revolutionary domination and the 
persecution of the working class. The German 
revolutionary, Rosa Luxemburg, hotly criticised from 
a “Left'* standpoint this Bolshevik principle of 
complete national freedom as contrary to the interests 
of world socialism *, but the outcome has abundantly 
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justified the deeper undjrsfcaiiding represented by the 
line of Lenin and Stalin, not only in the complete 
soltuion of the national question within the Soviet 
Union, but also in respect of the correct basis of 
development of the world revolution and the relationship 
of the Soviet Union within the process. The national 
policy pf the Soviet Union, the unreserved recognition 
of the freedom of self-determination of all peoples, and 
of the equality of all nations and races and their right 
to determine their own conditions of existence, is 
inseparably bound up with its peace policy ; and the 
union of both has destroyed by practical experience 
the slanders of ^‘Red imperialism,^^ 

In close association with these attempts to create 
prejudice against the Soviet Union have been the charges 
raised by imperialism against the Soviet Union with 
regard to the question of ‘propaganda^ — i. e. the 
propaganda of communists within the capitalist countries 
(which went on long before the Soviet Union existed, 
and would be going on even if it had never come into 
existence) , and the association of these communists with 
the communists in the Soviet Union through the 
Oommuihst International, or common international 
organisation of all communists (descended through 
successive stages from the International Communist 
League founded under the leadership of Marx and Engels 
sn 1847). The imperialist statesmen have from time 
to time endeavoured to treat interchangeable the Soviet 
Union and the Communist International, and to demand 
the suppression of the activities of the Communist 
International as conducting propaganda hostile to the 
capitalist regime. It is obvious that a charge of hostile 
‘^propaganda’’ comes curiously from the imperialist 
statesmen who have themselves not merely conducted 
wholesale propaganda in the Soviet Union (including the 
issues of forged copies of Pravda from the offices of 
Scotland Yard for circulation in its territories), but 
have directly subsidised and armed White counter- 
revolutionaries and fomented civil war, and to-day 
give shelter to these same White Guard elements, their 
literature of open incitement to terrorism, assassination 
and war against the Soviet Union, and their military 
preparation. But what does the demand with regard 
to^the Communist International amount to ? It amounts 
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to iho demand tliat tho Russian working class must 
break off relations with the working class of other 
countries, and that the Soviet OovernniGnt should 
constitute itself tho policeman of imperialism to enforce 
such a rupture. Tho demand has only to bo stated for 
its fantastic character to be manifest as a direct attack 
oil the basis of a workers’ State. Such a demand 
received its fitting answer from the Chairman of tho 
Council of People’s Commissars in 1927 ; 

‘‘With regard to tho question of tho working class 
in the Soviet Union, its rights and its connection 
with the Labour Movement of the whole world, 
everybody, oven the Conservatives, have lo proceed 
from the fact that our Republic is a workers’ State, 
and that precisely^ therefore, not only the working 
masses and the workers* organisations, but also the 
Government of our Union can openly express its 
fraternal class solidarity with the working class and 
with the workers of other countries. Any attempt 
now to force the working class of the Soviet Union 
to abandon this natural right or to compel our 
Government to limit the freedom of action of the 
working class in regard to mutual help and connection 
with the working class of other countries, proceeds 
from the endeavour to change tho nature of the 
Soviet State itself.** 

(A. I. Rykov, Chairman of the Council of People^s 

Commissars, speech to the Fourth All-Union Soviet 

Congress, 1927) 

Step by step these attempts to create prejudice 
against the Soviet Union— which wore only the 
expression of the class-hostility of imperialism to the 
socialist State— have weakened before the dominating 
realities of the Soviet peace policy, * which have 
increasingly enforced recognition from very wide circles 
of bourgeois opinion; By 1935 even unfriendly bourgeois 
opinion, such ’ . as that of the- organ of British officialism, 
The Times, was compelled to recognise tho contrast 
between the peace policy of socialism and the war 
policy of Fascism ; ' • 

‘‘All competent observers state, one conviction^- 
^ ‘ anxious. for peace,’* . 

l,935J 
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**Let it be said at once that if any country in 
Europe has any grounds at all for fearing invasion, 
or the threat of invasion, it is Russia— and the 
territories that lie on the path between her and 
Germany. Passage after passage in Hitler^s famous 
work. Mein Kampf^ makes no concealment of 
Germanic expansionist aims in that direction. The 
Puhrer^s book is still a kind of lay bible to young 
Germany; and it is an enemy to confidence in 
Eastern Europe.^’ 

{The Times, May 18th, 1935) 

The peace policy of the Soviet Union has developed 
through a series of stages, corresponding to the growth 
of Soviet power and influence in world politics. In 
the early stages the main task was still resistance to 
active imperialist aggression, and the securing of 
recognition from a widening series of imperialist States 
in order to make possible peaceful relations. During 
this period the outstanding positive achievement in 
building a constructive system of peace based on the 
equality of nations was able to find expression in the 
relations with the neighbouring Asiatic nations. The 
treaties with Persia, Afghanistan and Turkey in 1921, 
as with China in 1924, gave direct exprfssion to the 
break with the principles of imperialism, in renouncing 
all rights and claims enforced by Tsarism, and 
establishing relations of friendship and equality. The 
same principle underlay the Rapallo Treaty of 1922 
with Germany, then treated by imperialism as a pariah 
among nations. 

Later, a far-reaching system of treaties of non-aggres- 
sion with ail the neighbours of the Soviet Union— except 
Japan, which has up to the present refused all offers — 
was deneloped from 1925 onwards. The Soviet Union 
was the first to ratify the Kellogg Pact, while explicitly 
opposing all the reservations of the imperialist powers 
which nullified their renunication of war; and a protocol 
to bring the provisions of the Kellogg Pact immediately 
into force was signed in the beginning of 1929 on the 
initiative of the Soviet Union with the Baltic States, 
Poland, Rumania and Turkey. The network of non- 
aggression treaties was further strengthened by the 
Soviet definition of the aggressor, which w^as adopted by 
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the Security Committee of the Disarmament Conference 
it 1933, and which was designed to leave no loophole 
for the normal pretexts and subterfuges utilised by all 
imperialist States to cover aggression: a collective 
convention on this basis was signed by the Soviet Union 
(during the World Economic Conference in London in 
1933--th0 one positive outcome of that fruitless 
conference) with the Baltic tates, Finland, Poland, 
Rumania, Turkey, Persia, Afghanistan, Czccho-Slovakia 
and Yugoslavia, as well as remaining open to 
other signatories. 

So far as peace could be strengthened by pacts and 
covenants of non^aggression, the Soviet Union has thus 
taken the lead in this sphere, and accomplished ail that 
could be accomplished. But with rising armaments on all 
sides, and with the manifest advance of imperialism to 
war, it was clear that this was not sufficient. It was 
necessary for the peace policy of the Soviet Union to 
advance to a further stage in order to lead the world 
fight for peace. 

By 1927, with the growing strength of the Soviet 
Union, it was possible to carry the peace offensive a 
stage further forward in the world political sphere with the 
Soviet disarmament proposals, Already in 1922 the Soviet 
Union had pressed the issue of disarmament at the 
Genoa Conference; but the issue had been ruled off the 
agenda by the imperialist Powers, In 1927 this was 
no longer possible. The Soviet Union startled the 
Preparatory Committee of the Disarmament Conference, 
which had already been appointed since 1925 and had 
been disputing interminably without progress, by 
appearing before it to propose— disarmament. The Soviet 
proposals were for universal total disarmament to bo 
accomplished in four years. These proposals were voted 
down by all the imperialist Powers on the Preparatory 
Committee and subsequently at the Disarnament 
Conference. This record will not be forgotten, as the 
present armaments race which has followed drives head"* 
long forward to war. The direct simplicity of the Soviet 
proposals tore down the pacific pretensions of imperialism 
and laid bare the real issues before the common people. 
The spokesmen of imperialism could find no answer save 
to call the proposals “bluff,’’ However, it is sufficiently 
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evident that, if they had been bluff, nothing would have 
been easier than for the imperialist Powers to call the 
bluff by accepting them. The fact that the imperialist 
Powers, on the contrary, united as a body to vote them 
down, sufiS.ciently showed that they were very well aware 
that the proposals were no bluff, but in their view a 
danger to be fought; and thereby they demonstrated 
their recognition that disarmament is compatible only 
with communism, but that disarmament, in the view of 
these official representatives of the imperialist Powers, 
is not compatible with imperialism. 

After the rejection of the proposals for total 
disarmament, the Soviet Union put forward in 1929 
proposals for universal partial disarmament by 
proportional and progressive reduction, as well as 
destruction of all heavy artillery, bombing planes, etc. 
These were likewise rejected. Similarly, when the 
United States in 1932 put forward proposals for the 
general reduction of armaments by one-third, the 
Soviet Union immediately supported these proposals as 
a minimum first step; but these proposals were likewise 
defeated by the other imperialist Powers. 

By 1934 it was clear to all that the Disarmament 
Conference was dead. Every attempt at even the most 
limited measure of disarmament had broken 
down against the contradictions of imperialism. 
Rearmament was sweeping forward. The menace of 
new world war was drawing close. At this point the 
Soviet Union again came forward wdth new proposals 
to face the realities of the situation and to make one 
last attempt to avert the menace of war. Since 
disarmament had failed, there remained only one final 
path to attempt to defeat the war danger— the path of 
organising effective guarantees of security and mutual 
assistance against any attempt to make war. These 
proposals were put forward by Litvinov in a speech to 
the Disarmament Conference in May 1934. He pointed 
out that all attempts at disarmament had failed, and 
that the danger of war was urgent and open. He 
accordingly proposed : first, that the Disarmament 
Conference should be reconstituted as a Permanant 
Peace Conference to deal immediately with any menace 
of outbreak of war ; and second, that a series of 



326 


World Politics^ 1918 — 1936 


regional pacts of mutual assistance against the aggressor 
should bo organised, since pacta of neutrality and 
non-aggression could no longer be regarded as sufficient 
when certain States were openly preparing wars of 
aggression. 

The Soviet Union took a series of important steps 
to carry out this lino. The first was to join the Leaguo 
of Nations in the autumn of 1934. The second was the 
endeavour to organise an Eastern European Security 
Pact, which finally took shape in the Franco-Soviet 
Pact of May 1935, and the subsequent Mutual Assistance 
Pact of the Soviet Union and Czecho-SIovakia. 

The joining of the League of Nations by the Soviet 
Union followed on the change in the balance of forces 
within imperialism and within the League of Nations. 
The imperialist States most actively driving to war, 
Nazi Germany and Japan, had now left the League 
of Nations, and were conducting their operations outside 
it and against ifc. The League of Nations thus offered 
the possibility of developing as an organisation of States 
opposed to immediate war, and capable of placing an 
obstacle in the path of war. Such a possibility required 
to be utilised to the utmost. The basic faults of the 
League, both in respect of the imperialist aspects of 
the Covenant, and in respect of the weakness of its 
machinery for preventing war, remained. The Soviet 
Union, in accepting the invitation to join the League, 
made clear that it had not changed its view with regard 
to these, and that, while loyally collaborating and 
accepting all international obligations to maintain peace 
in accordance with the Covenant, it specifically excluded 
responsibility for those sections of tlie Covenant, such 
as the mandat© system, which expressed the principles 
of imperialist domination and were not in accord with 
the principles of the Soviet Union. These reservations 
were expressly laid down in the statement of Litvinov 
on joining the League : 

**The Soviet Union is entering into the League as 
th© representative of a new social-economic system, 
not renouncing any of its special features, and— like 
the other States here represented — preserving intact 
its personality. , . . 
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“Had we taken part in drawing up the Covenant 
of the League, we would have contested certain of 
its articles. In particular, we should have objected 
to the provision in Articles 12 and 15 for the 
legalisation, in certain instances, of war.. ..Further, 
we should have objected to Article 22 on the system 
of mandates. We also deprecate the absence in 
Article 23 of an undertaking to ensure racial equality. 

“All this, however, has not been important enough 
to prevent the Soviet Union from entering the League, 
especially since any new member of an organisation 
can be morally responsible only for decisions made 
with its participation and agreement/’ 

The question of the Franco-Soviet Pact, and the general 
question of collective security, has been discussed in 
Chapter V. 

The peace policy of the Soviet Union has thus reached 
its highest stage at the present point, when the menace 
of renewed world war is closest and most urgent. Both 
within the League of Nations, through all possible 
diplomatic channels, and directly in the declarations of 
its representatives to the peoples of the world, it is 
actively leading the fight for peace. On the outcome 
of this fight heavy issues hang. The Fascist imperialist 
war offensive against the Soviet Union goes forward. 
In the event of such an offensive the Soviet Union 
stands ready for defence. In the words of Stalin to 
the Seventeenth Congress of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union in 1935. 

Our foreign policy is clear. It is the policy of 
preserving peace, and developing trade relations with 
all countries. The U. S. S. R. does not think of 
threatening anyone, much less of attacking anyone. 
We stand for peace and defend the cause of peatje. But 
we are not afraid of threats and are ready to return 
blow for blow to the war mongers. Those who desire 
peace and seek business relations with us will always 
have our support. But those who attempt to attack 
our ® ountry will receive a devastating rebuff, in order 
to teach them not to thrust their pigs' snouts into our 
Soviet garden/* 
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The peace policy of the Soviet Union cannot in 
itself constitute a guarantee against the outbreak of 
war. This decision rests on the total forces of the world 
situation, on the one hand, on the strength of the forces 
of imperialism, and especially «of the Fascist sections 
of imperialism, driving to war, and on the other hand, 
on the strength of the mass forces fighting for peace, 
and of the elements within imperialism opposed to 
immediate war. But the peace policy of the Soviet 
Union mobilises the maximum forces against the war 
offensive, in order, if possible, to prevent the outbreak 
of new world war, and, failing that, prepares the ground 
that in the event of war these forces will continue the 
struggle, in unity with the Soviet Union, against the 
war-makers and for the final victory of peace and 
socialism. 



CHAPTER IX 


The Fight For Peace And 
The Fufure Of World 
Organisation 


“The bourgeois period of history has to create the 
material basis of the new world — on the one hand, 
universal intercourse founded upon the mutual 
dependency of mankind, and the means of that 
intercourse ; on the other hand, the development of 
the productive powers of man and the transformation 
of material production into a scientific domination 
of natural agencies. Bourgeois industry and commerce 
create these material conditions of a new world in 
the same way as geological revolutions have created 
. the surface of the earth. When a great social 
revolution shall have mastered the results of the 
bourgeois epoch, the market of the world and the 
modern powers of production, and subjected them 
to the common control of the most advanced peoples, 
then only will human progress cease to resemble that 
Hindoo pagan idol who would not drink the nectar 
but from the skulls of the slain*” 

Karl Marx, “The Future Results of British Rule in India,” 

New York Tribune, August 8th, 1853 

W^hat are the practical conclusions that can be drawn 
from the present survey of the contemporary world 
situation ? 

It is clear that in all spheres we are approaching 
to an extremely critical point. The menace of new 
world war is the most glaring and obvious expression 
of the present situation. But this menace of war is 
itself only an indication and outcome of the gathering 
issues in every sphere, economic, social and political. 

Is a new world war inevitable 1 This question is 
to*-day being asked on every side. 

This question in fact involves two issues which 
it is necessary to distinguish. The ultimate overcoming 
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of war involves a transformation of fchc existing 
organisation of society. But this does not mean that, 
until such a complete transformation can be effected, 
imperialism must be left free course to war. On the 
contrary, the fight against the present drive of 
imperialism to war opens the way to the fight for the 
final overcoming of imperialism. It is therefore necessary 
to distinguish two problems, the immediate and the 
ultimate, although they are in fact closely 
interrelated. 

The first is whether it is possible in the immediate 
present stage, while imperialism still holds power in 
the majority of countries, to prevent, or at any rate 
to postpone, the outbreak of war, so as to win time 
for the rising now forces to gain strength to carry out 
the basic solution needed. 

The second, allied to the first, but not yet identical 
with it, is the wider problem of the whole future of 
world organisation, the solutiou of which can alone 
finally eliminate war. This problem is bound up with 
the whole question of the future of the social order. 

These questions it is now necessary to consider in 
relation to the concrete present world situation. 

/. The Fight for Peace 

The prospect of a second world war is already 
regarded by many as inevitable. In America a book 
has appeared with the title The Second World War. 
In Britain a Labour College textbook is dedicated as 
“a handbook for those who will take part in the second 
world war.^^ Thus many even of those who profess 
opposition to war have been already sufficiently 
hypnotised by the basilisk glare of its approaching 
fires to capitulate beforehand to the theory of its 
inevitability —that is, to abandon the struggle 
against it. 

It is undoubtedly true that imperialism to-day is 
racing headlong to war. But the assumption * of 
inevitability only helps its approach. It is also true that 
war is ultimately inevitable under imperialism, if the 
power of imperialism is not previously destroyed from 
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within by the victory of the working-class conquest 
of power. But war is never inevitable at any particular 
moment, if the forces against it* are mobilised in time 
and able to bring their full strength to bear. 

The possibility of such a mobilisation for peace is 
the central issue of the present immediate stage of 
the world situation. 

The existing war offensive of imperialism, 
concentrated to-day in the advancing offensive of the 
Fascist Powers, with the support and assistance of 
the dominant reactionary sections in all the imperialist 
countries, has up to the present won success after 
success. The extending war offensive of Japan in the 
Far East since 1931 has gone forward unchecked. 
The war offensive of Italy on Abyssinia has gone 
forward unchecked. The German Nazi offensive, 
violation of treaties and open drive to war, culminating 
at present stage in the remilitarisation of the Rhineland 
in preparation for future war, have equally gone 
forward unchecked. But this does not mean that this, 
enlarging war offensive which dominates the present 
world situation is therefore invincible and must 
necessarily go forward to its final outcome in general 
war. The potentially stronger forces of the peoples 
in all countries, who are opposed to war, as well as 
of those elements within imperialism opposed to 
immediate war, could still check it and bar the road to 
its further advance, if effectively organised. The 
Fascist war offensive has so far won success after 
success because the forces for peace have not yet been 
effectively mobilised. But such a mobilisation is not 
impossible. 

Such a mobilisation against the immediate menace 
of war, while offering no final solution of the problems 
of imperialism, could still win time for the deeper 
transformation that is necessary. It is still possible 
that the revolutionary crisis may develop, as it is 
showing signs of beginning to develop in several 
countries, before the outbreak of war. The possibility 
is thus still open to advance to the necessary new 
forms of social organisation and ultimate new forms of 
world organisation without the necessity of 
passing through the inferno of a second world war, if 
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the immediate menace of war can still be chocked for 
a period. We have still time, though not for long, 
to turn the course of history and to prevent the 
incalculable disaster to humanity which a now world 
war could represent. 

This issue is the central issue of the present 
stage of the world situation, which it is now necessary 
to examine in the light of the whole development 
since 1914. 

The basic character of the present epoch of world 
history is that since 1914 the objective conditions 
have been fully ready and urgently calling for a far- 
reaching social transformation by the supersession of 
imperialism, but that the concsious human forces have 
not yet been ready. The rule of imperialism, or 
domination of the life and production of the world 
by rival groups of finance-capital, is not compatible 
with the world organisation which is the urgent 
need to-day and indispensable condition of further 
human advance. The war of 1914 was the final 
condemnation and warning that imperialism could find 
no path forward or solution of its contradictions 
save to involve mankind in successive holocausts. 
The issue was thus laid bare between imperialism 
and the future of civilisation. If the new rising class 
the working class, which, with its allies in the mass 
of the population and in the colonial peoples, could 
alone supersede imperialism and organise society on 
a world basis without distinction of classes, failed to 
conquer power, then the only outcome could be 
increasing decline, chaos, suffering, renewed world 
war and spreading barbarism, until such time as the 
fires of experience had burned out every illusion in 
the path and ripened readiness for new advance. 

In the first world war of 1914-1918 the wwking. 
class forces were only partially ready ; they won power 
in Russia ; they came near to winning power in a 
series of other countries. But in the imperialist 
conntries other than Russia the dominant leading 
forces of the working-class movement, for reasons 
connected with the conditions of the previous 
epoch, were still linked by a thousand ties with 
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imperialism, and, rejecting the path of the necessary 
socialist revolution, assisted to restore the capitalist order. 
The consequence has been the present post-war period. 
Imperialism had once again to drag the world along 
its deadly course, to demonstrate once again its incapacity 
of furtlier development, and after causing heavj^ suffering 
and an increasing disorganisation of production, to land 
once more in a headlong armaments race and situation of 
gathering world war as before 1914. This is the history 
of the post-war period we have had to traverse. 

Because the lesson of 1914 was not yet drawn over 
the greater part of the world, because mankind was not 
yet ready for the basic transformation needed, therefore 
we have to-day to face the menace of a “new 1914.’* On 
every side it is now being said that we are once more “on 
the eve of 1914.’^ But it is necessary to examine the 
concrete form of this situation a little more closely. 

Does this apparent return of the menace of 1914 
mean that the course of history is repeating itself ? On 
the contrary. In fact history knows no simple repetitions; 
and if its course appears again to touch familiar ground, 
it means that a problem which has been already posed 
and left unsolved is returning with redoubled force. 
But it is reluming under now conditions. The basic 
objective problem, the overcoming of imperialism, is the 
same. But the whole stage of development is different, 
owing to the two decades of the general crisis of 
capitalism that have gone forward. The human forces 
are transformed by these two decades of intense 
experience. The whole balance of forces between 
capitalism and socialism has been transformed, to the 
disadvantage of the former, and to the advantage of the 
latter- Capitalism has developed to new forms, 
corresponding to the more extreme stage of its decay, 
and finding most typical expression in Fascism. The 
rising new forces have won new factors of strength, 
most strongly exemplified in the existence of the Soviet 
Union, as well as in the world advance of the working 
class, of the people's front and of the colonial revolution. 
These changes in the relations of forces, in class relations 
and in international relations, extend over every part of 
the world. Hence the problems to-day are basicall^^ new 
in character and require new measurement. And hence 
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also lias arisen the possibility of even defeating the 
menace of new world war, or, if that attempt fails, of 
nevertheless bringing it very rapidly to a cliflbrent 
conclusion. 

The present world situation is no longer the situation 
of 1914; and any comparisons between the two, if they 
go beyond the bare fact of the menace of new imperialist 
war, become superficial and misleading, and in danger 
of blinding us to the most important forces, no less 
than to the most urgent problems, of the present new 
situation with which we are faced. The differences are 
even more important then the similarities; for it is 
the differences that constitute the peculiar character 
of the new problems, and at the same time help to 
point the way to their solution. 

The war of 1914 was a war between two more or less 
evenly matched imperialist alliances for spoils and 
territories, for the new division of the world. The 
working class had . not yet conquered power in any 
country. The rival alliances of imperialist Powers 
confronted one another with roughly parallel predatory 
aims (Britain seeking the German colonies and 
Mesopotamia, Germany seeking the British colonies and 
Mitteleuropa, France seeking, not only Alsace-Lorraine, 
but the loft bank of the Rhino, Russia seeking Galicia 
and Constantinople). In the issue of this war, as between 
one gang of robbers and another securing the booty, the 
workers could have no interest, save to utilise the 
conflict for their own class conquest of power. This 
was the situation of the war of 1914, and the consequent 
line of fight against the imperialist war of 1914, as 
laid down by Lenin and carried out by tlio Bolsheviks 
in Russia, 

To-day the issue of the new division of the world is 
developing once more within imperialism to the point of 
conflict. But it is developing in a now and peculiar 
form corresponding to the special conditions after over 
two decades of the general crisis of capitalism. It is 
developing in a world in which capitalism has gone very 
much further in decay, in which the rovolutionisation 
of the working class and of the colonial peoples has 
made great advances, in which socialism holds power 
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over one-sixfch of the earfeh and in which the capitalist 
dictatorship has developed in a series of countries to 
the new forms of Fascism, or the concentrated power 
of the most aggressive, chauvinist and reactionary 
elements of finance-capital organised for war. All these 
new conditions have transformed the character of the 
advance of imperialism to war. It is not only that 
to the previous types of inter-imperialist war, and of 
imperialist war on a colonial people or for the subjection 
of a small nation, has been added the new type of 
imperialist war against socialism, against the Soviet 
Union, with this new issue affecting all other alignments; 
the relations within imperialism have also changed: 
and the inner social political situation in the imperialist, 
countries has changed. 

On the side of imperialism, the most important new 
development of the present stage is Fascism* Fascism 
appears as the open terrorist dictatorship of capitalism 
in extreme decay against the rising revolt of the working 
class. But Fascism is at the same time the highest expression 
of organisation for war. These two aspects of Fascism 
are inseparably interlinked. On the one hand, modern 
totalitarian war requires the complete crushing of all 
popular resistance, the wiping out of all independent 
working-class organisation or even liberal-progressive 
or pacifist currents, and the organisation of the entire 
population and economy for war. This is the task of 
Fascism in the domestic sphere. On the other hand, 
Fascism, because it cannot solve the economic 
contradictions of capitalism which underlie its rise, is 
driven to foreign adventure and war for its attempted 
solution. This policy is the expression of the policy of 
the most reactionary, chauvinist and imperialist sections 
of finance-capital of which Fascism is the organ. Fascism 
is the most complete organisation of modem imperialism 
for war. 

The integral connection of the Fascist system of 
State organisation and ** totalitarian war^* is expressed 
in all Fascist literature, alike in the countries where 
Fascism has won power and in the countries where it 
still seeks to win power. Reference may be made to the 
official German military booklet on The Military 
Significance of the National Socialist Bevoluiion, by 
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Major Jost, head of the Press Department of the German 
War Ministry, issued with a preface by General von 
Blomberg, the Minister for War : 

“The writer shows that the form of the National- 
Socialist State corresponds with the requirements 
of modern war which demands all the moral, physical 
and material resources of the Static. Ho recalls the 
divorce between strategy and politics in tlio pro-war 
period which caused the totalitarian nature of war 
to be forgotten. As Chief of the State, Leader of the 
party and supremo Commander-in-Chicf of the armed 
forces, Adolf Hitler is the master of Germany, with 
power in his hands for which there is scarcely any 
precedent in history. All opposition between soldier 
and citizen, between civilian and military thiuking, 
has been resolved in his person.’^ 

(Berlin correspondent, The Times, February 27th, 

1936) 

The new social-political conception is described in 
the following terms by the Dmtsolic Wdir, the 
professional organ of Hitler’s C)fficer-Corps ; 

“ A new world has come into being, for which war 
is frankly a postulate, the measure of all things, 
and in which the soldier lays down the law and rules 

the roost Every human and social activity is 

justified only when it aids preparation for war/' 

(Deutsche Wehr, December 1935, quoted in 

Albert Muller, Oermani/s War Machine) 

The same conception was expressed by Mussolini in his 
speech to the Assembly of Corporations in March 1936 : 

“The regulating plan of Italian economy is dominated 
by one premise-the inevitability that the nation must 
be welded into one oonoroto warlike hloc. When and 
how war will break out no one can say, but the 
wheel of destiny runs fost.... Wo are moving to- 
wards a period in which these industries ( the key 
industries ) will have neither the time nor the power 
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to work for the private consumer. They must T^'ork 
exclusively, or almost exclusively, for the armed 
forces of the nation." 

(Mussolini, speech to the Second National Assembly 

of Corporations, March 1936 ) 

The yearning of British military opinion towards a 
similar system may be seen in the article on “ The 
Military Implications of Fascism, by Major General 
H. Rowan-Robinson, C, B., C. M. G„ which appeared 
in the Army, Navy and Air Force Gazette in 1934. In 
this article the writer argued that the country would 
be most elficiently organised for war if the Fascist 
system were introduced “ and the general ideas of 
the ‘ leader ^ of the B, U. F. hold the filed 

As regards industrial preparation against the emer^ 
gency of war, which is almost as essential nowadays 
as the preservation and training of combatants, a 
Ministry of Corporations dealing with every branch of 
trade and industry would clearly be of great 
value, for it would enable inter-departmental 
procedure to be simplified.^^ 

For similar conceptions in French military circles, 
reference may be made to the book of General Mordacq 
on The Lessons of 1914 and the Next War, especiallj^ 
chapter viii on “ Political Lessons for the Next War^^: 

“ With regard to internal politics, they should for 
practical purposes cease to exist. The Chief of the 
Government should receive full confidence and the most 
extended powers." 

(General Mordacq, Les Lecons de 1914 et la 

'prochaine guerre) 

Fascism develops historically in close association with 
the military organisation of imperialism. Both in Italy 
and in Germany the Fascist movement developed from 
the outset and was assisted to power under the 
fostering care of the military authorities (see the present 
writer^s , Fascism and Social Bevolation, published in 
1934, for a. further g-nalysis of this process), . . ... 
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The tendency to Fascism exists increasingly in all 
contemporary imperialist States and is backed by rhe 
most reactionary sections of finance-capital, and by 
considerable sections of the higher military police and 
bureaucratic authorities, But it is in tlu^ couiitries 
whore the full Facist dictatorship has l)ecn establiihecl, in 
Nazi Germany, in Fascistt laly and in Fascist-militiirist 
Japan among the leading powers (as also, in var^dng 
degree, in Fascist Poland, in Fascist Hunga.ry, etc.) that 
the most complete organisation of the entire State for 
war has been realised. These Powers are at the same time 
the challeng in revisionist Powers in the developing 
conflict of imperialism for the new division of the world. 
Thus it is the Fascist Powers whiou are the spearhead 
of the modern drive of imperialism to war. It is also 
the Fascist Powers which lead the imperialist crusade 
against the Soviet Union. 

This role of the Fascist forces as the main forces 
driving to war in the present period is not only a 
question of the direct role of the Fascist Powers in'the 
first place, of Germany, Poland, Italy or Japan, but 
also takes on a wider character in that the similar forces 
in the other countries which are not Fascist, aro in 
sympathy witn the Fascist States and work in close 
association with them. This is particularly marked in 
the case of British imperialism, where the dominant 
forces of the National Government gave strong support 
to the initial stages of thh Japanese oEfeiuive, 
continuously sought to reach a corrupt agreement with 
Mussolini at the expense of Abyssinia, and have up to 
the present worked in close alliance with Hitler in every 
move of the Nazi offensive. Similarly in Franco the 
Bight Wing forces not only stood for the alliance with 
Mussolini, but also work for co-operation witli Hitler 
against the Franco-Soviet Pact. The reasons for this 
support of leading sections of imperia.lism in the 
non-Fascist States to the Fascist war offensive have been 
analysed in previous chapters, and cover a variety of 
grounds, including reasons of inter-imperialist antago- 
nisms, reasons of class-sympathies to the Fascist 
dictatorships as the bulwarkrjagainst socialist revolution, 
and hopes of diverting the Fascist war offensive 
to war against the Soviet Union. The result is a 
certain character of linking across countries of the 
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most reactionary sections of imperialism in the Fascist 
war offensive. The fight against the new world war 
is thus closely intertwined with the inner social- 
political fight in every country. 

This Fascist war offensive is the present heightened 
stage of the offensive of Fascism against the peoples 
all over the world. The Fascist war offensive, led in 
the first place by Germany, Italy and Japan, U'ith the 
support of dominant forces of British imperialism, and 
of poiaerful sections in all the other imperialist States, 
is the main, dominating drive of imperialism to war 
to-day. The key to the fight for peace at the present 
point lies in the understanding of this concrete 
situation. While it is necessary to hold continuously 
in view the whole network of imperialist antagonisms, 
and to maintain the fight against all the w^ar-policies 
of every imperialism, it is against this most menacing 
war offensive of the present moment that the main 
fight needs to be directed at the present stage. 

Thus the battle of imperialism for the new division 
of the world is developing to-day in a new and peculiar 
form. The revisionist, challenging Powers which openly’’ 
press forward to ^var at the same time the Fascist 
Powers. Against them the Powers in possession, 
having more to lose by the menace of war, and also 
not having their organisation for war brought to the 
same pitch of preparation as the Fascist States, are 
relatively thrown on to the defensive ; and leading 
sections within these Powers (in opposition to the pro- 
Fasoist sections) temporarily strive to delay war. 
This division finds its reflection in the changed 
situation in the League of Nations. The Fascist 
war-making Powers pass out the League to pursue 
their war aims with. greater freedom. The 
remaining imperialist Powers under challenge seek, 
with considerable hesitations and inconsistencies, to 
utilise the League to safeguard their possessions and 
delay the outbreak of war. For this reason they 
begin (with considerable divisions of opinion within 
the ruling class) to give a certain encouragement to 
the conception of collective security and to the role 
of the League as an instrument for the collective 
maintenance of peace ; and this conception is actively 
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taken up by the majority of the smaller States within 
the League, which, directly threatened by the war 
plans of Fascism, look to the Leaguo for collective 
protection. This situation within the camp of the major 
imperialist Powers gives certain possibilities to the 
forces fighting for peace to utilise these contradictions 
in the imperialist camp in order to place obstacles 
in the way of the advance ■ to war. 


The role of the smaller States becomes of especial 
importance in this situation. The Fascist war ofiensive 
directly threatens the existouco and indcpondonco of the 
smaller countries in Europe. All the smaller countries 
are afraid of the menace of war, since they all know 
that at any moment :their hour may come. The 
Baltic States know that Germany has its eyes on 
them. The same applies to Belgium and Denmark, 
Austria is the battleground between German and 
Italian aims of domination, with corresponding rival 
forms of Fascism struggling for mastery. The Balkan 
States are faced with the rival expansion aims of 
German^’’ and Italy. The little entente holds together 
so far in opposition to the revisionist offensive. For 
this reason the majority of the sma.ller States are 
passionately opposed to the new world war. It is 
evident that a struggle of any one of these smaller 
States against the Fascist expansion offensive would 
bear the character of a struggle of national liberation 
for the maintenance of national inclopendonco (a type 
of struggle which Lenin in 1916, in his article on *thc 
Junius pamphlet, indicated might arise in Europe in the 
decades after the first world war, if the working-class 
revolution failed to conquer, and if reaction established 
itself in Europe, and which could then bear a progressive 
and necessary character). The interests of the fight for 
peace, no less than of the international working class, 
would necessarily support this struggle against the 
Fascist offensive. The smaller countries in Europe look 
anxiously towards the League of Nations for defence 
against aggression; and this situation leads to increasing 
tendencies within the smaller countries to look to the 
Soviet Dnion^s fight for peace and for resolute 
collective defence against aggression as the leader of 
their fight. 



The Future of World Osganisation 


341 


Thus a new alignment of forces, corresponding to 
the present contradictions, and offering certain 
possibilities to the fight for peace, has developed within 
the camp of imperialism. What of the situation of the 
working class and of the popular forces of opposition 
to war and Fascism ? Here also far-reaching changes 
have developed from the situation of 1914. 

The first and most obvious change, completely 
transforming the situation from 1914, is the w'orking- 
class conquest of power over one-sixth of the world and 
the victorious building up of socialism in the Soviet 
Union to the position already of the second strongest 
industrial Power in the world and the largest single 
State in the world. In <3ontraat to the situation of 1914, 
socialism, through the Soviet Union, is able to actdirectly 
in the spliere of Statei elations and to exercise its influence 
on the side of peace. This exercises a po\Yeiful crystallising 
effect on the struggle of the smaller States for peace, as 
well as on the conflict of forces within the imperialist 
States. The Soviet Union becomes the leader of the fight 
for peace on a wrorld scale in the existing relations 
of States. 

At the same time the Fascist war offensive directs one 
main side of its thrust against the Soviet Union. Powerful 
sections of capitalism, seeing in the victory of socialism 
in the Soviet Union the ultimate doom of capitalism on 
a world scale, ’ advance to war on the Soviet Union. This 
introduces a new complication into the imperialist 
alignment for w^ar and the w^hole issue of threatening 
world war. This situation may extend further. Soviet 
China reveals already the beginning of the power of the 
workers- and peasants in extending districts in China. 
The possibility of the workers advancing to powar in a 
series of countries draws into view. The issue of war in 
the present epoch is thus no longer only the issue of war 
of imperialism against imperialism, or of imperialism 
against a colonial people or weaker nation, but also the 
issue of imperialism against socialism or the workers’ 
power; and even inter-imperialist war may rapidly turn 
into war on the Soviet Union. In this issue the workers, 
and the masses of the population in all countries, are by 
no means disinterested, since the territory w^on by 
socialism in any part of their world is their fortress; but 
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are vitally interested that in the event of war on the 
Soviet Union, or on the workers' power in any country, 
the enemies of the Soviet Union, or of the workorV 
power in any country, shall be defeated. Similarly, the 
fight of the Soviet Union for peace is identical with the 
interests of the masses throughout the world. Tliis 
alignment is a new situation in world politics. 

Second, within the working class in the capitalist 
countries important changes have taken place. The war 
of 1914 gave rise to the formation of the Communist 
International, the international revolutionary organisation 
of the working class. The transformation thus begun 
has been carried forward through the experience and 
struggle of the succeeding two decades. The decline of 
capitalism has continuously undermined the position t)f 
the old aristocracy of labour; and the experiences of 1914 
to 1936 have dealt heavy blows to old illusions of progress 
within imperialism. This process has been accelerated 
in the most recent period by the effects of the world 
economic crisis, by the blows of Fascism to the old 
legalist-demo ceratic illusions, and by the contrasting 
example of the victorious outcome of the revolutionary 
path in the Soviet Union and the disastrous outcome 
of the reformist path in the caxntalist world* In 
consequence, the basis of the old opportunist social 
democratic policies and leadership had been weakenod; 
the mass of the workers are moving towards a now 
orientation. This process is reflected in the present 
crisis of the Second International and the advance of 
the united working-class front. The united working- 
class front is growing out of and advancing in tho 
struggle against Fascism and against war. Thus tho 
united working-class front is not only the central core 
of the front against war and Fascism, for organising 
the mass struggle against the war policies of imperialism, 
but is at the same time preparing the conditions for 
the further struggle, if imperialism none the less 
unlooses war. 

Parallel to this transformation within tho working 
class develop corresponding changes within other strata 
of the population, undermining the stability of the old 
order and weakening the basis of the rule of finance- 
capital. The crisis of the so-called ‘‘middle class” 
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or intermediate strata, of the small propertied elements, 
of the urban petty bourgeoisie, intellectuals and 
professional strata, and of the mass of the peasantry 
or small farmers, has developed sharply with the world 
economic crisis and its consequences. These elements 
were previously the main basis of stability of the rule 
of finance -capital in opposition to the w’orking class, 
of political apathy and class-conciliation. To-day thay 
are drawn ever more actively into the political struggle 
in the endeavour to find a solution for their problems. 
A section falls temporarily a victim to the lures of 
Fascism, which holds out to them empty promises 
enly to strike them down more heavily after coming 
to power. But in the majority of countries increasing 
sections move to alliance with the working class, 
recognising that their interests are bound up with those 
of the working class in the common struggle against 
war, against Fascism, and against the reactionary 
economic and political policies of finance-capital. This 
finds expression in the development of a broad ‘‘people^s 
front^^ in a number of countries, embracing the mass 
of the population, with the working class as the central 
leadership, in opposition to Fascism and to war. Thus 
the inner social and political situation in the capitalist 
countries, both in the Fascist and non- Fascist countries, 
is markedly different from that prevailing in 1914, and 
reveals a far higher degree o’f tension, instability and 
sharpening class struggle. 

Finally, the colonial peoples are advanced in their 
struggle for liberation from imperialist rule to a point 
with which 1914 affords no comparison. Soviet China 
has maintained its independent State organisation for 
the better part of a decade, and is the center of the 
gothering combined front of all the forces of the Chinese 
national revolution; the Indian revolution is maturing, 
with the increasing role of the workers and peasants 
in the forefront of the struggle against imperialism; 
Turkish nationalism has established its independent 
authority in armed struggle against the imperialist 
foroesv and maintains its independence, on a basis of 
close friendship with the Soviet Union; all the African 
peoples are awakening; while in a series of South 
American countries the national liberation movements 
are advancing towards the conquest of power. The 
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foundations of imperialism are being undcrmiuod. This 
situation leads the dominant imperialist Powers, with 
large colonial possessions, to hesitate the more before 
the prospect of a new world war, at the same time as 
the Fascist war-making Powers advance to lix their 
stranglehold on the rising colonial peoples (ItaJy in Africa, 
Japan in China and India, etc,) aiul thus reveal the 
Fascist war offensive as equally the dirt^ct enemy of 
the colonial peoples. 

The struggle of the colonial peoples, the most 
powerfull allies of the working class against imj)erialisin, 
becomes an integral part of the popular lri>ut against 
the imperialist war-makers, This has been signilicantly 
shown in the war of the Abyssinian people for their 
independence against the offiensivo of Italian Fascism. 
The sympathies, alike of all the colonial peoples in 
Africa and Asia, of the international working class, of 
the people’s front in the capitalist countries, of the 
smaller countries and of the Soviet Union, were openly 
on the side of the Abyssinian struggle for indopondenco; 
the sympathies of the Fascist and pro-Fassist elements 
in the imperialist countries were no less oj)enly on 
the side of the Fascist offensive the issue beeaino 
an issue of internal politics in a series of (lountries ; 
and the League of Nations bocam an arena of eoiilliet 
of the opposing forces. There could bo dis<}crnod lu^cj 
a symptomatic preliminary indication of the gathering 
confrontation of two camps on a world scale. 

What is the conclusion to be drawm from these 
gathering new forces of the world situation in relation 
to the menace of war and the fight for jieace ? 
It is a evident that the drive of imperialism to war 
has reached an extreme stage of intensity with the 
present Fascist war offensive. This menace dominates 
the immediate world situation. But it is also evidmt 
that the forces which could he mobilised for peace in 
the present balance^ of relations, owing to the increased 
strength of the rising class forces, owing to the greater 
disintegration of capitalism, owing to the existence of 
the Soviet Union, and owing t 0 ‘ the divisions within ike 
imperialist^ camp, are potentiallg stronger than at ang 
^^evious ^ time, a/nd could, if u7iUed^ prove stronger than 
Fascist 'War offensive ■ and^ hold it in check Sueb 
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an effective mobilisation for peace, however, does not 
yet exist ; the war offensive up to the present is 
gaining ground at an accelarating pace. Herein lies 
the central problem of the present world situation. 

If the immediate Fascist war offensive, which 
constitutes the main drive of imperialism to war in 
the present phase, can be checked, then the way is 
opened to rapid advance in every part of the 
world, including in the Fascist countries ; and this 
advance can lead the way in the near futux’o to a 
decisive change in the balance of forces against 
imperialism and thus towards eliminating the real 
causes of war. But the governing present issue is to 
mobilise every force to check the immediate war 
offensive. The fight for peace is to-day the centre 
of the fight against the main offensive of the 
dominant, most aggressive forces of finance-capital. 

What are the conditions for such an effective 
mobilisation for peace in the present stage ? 

The first necessity is the unity of the mass forces 
in all countries in the struggle for peace, All 
calculations of peace which are based on confidence 
in the actions of the imperialist Governments are 
doomed to failure, because the imperiali-it Governments 
by the law of their being can only pursue their 
separate interests and are incapable of a collective 
aim. Hence the failure up to date of the League 
df Nations. Only when the independent mass struggle 
for peace is strong, can it also compel the actions of 
particular imperialist Governments, in certain situations, 
to subserve a particular immediate aim* of the struggle. 
The main base of the peace front is and must be 
the mass front of conscious and active struggle for 
peace in all countries, in unity with the Soviet 
Union and with the small nations fearing imperialist 
war. 

. The building of such a mass front for peace on 
a world’ scale requires the unity of the* international 
working class, the strongest force in opposition to 
imperialism and the leader -of the fight againso 
Fdscism and war.' The mass €ront for peace can only 
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be effective, and can only bo freed from imperialist 
influence which will othermso distort its lino to servo 
tlie interest of imperialism and of war, if the working 
class is able to assume the loading role within it.. 
The international unity of the w'orking class is still 
hindered by the opposition of the dominant minority 
in the Second Inteniational, which has up to the 
time of writing refused the proposals of the Communist 
International for an international tinited front. This 
is the gravest present weakness in the front for 
peace ; and the responsibility for this r('s(s on the 
shoulders of the leadership of the British Labour 
Party who have up to the present barred the way 
to the wish of the majority in the Second International 
for negotiations for a united front. It is urgently 
necessary, in the interest of the fight for peace 
and of a common front against the menacing war, 
offensive, no less than of the whole future of tlie 
international working-class movement, that these 
obstacles should be rapidly overcome. Such a realisation 
of international working-class unity, on a basis 
of active common struggle against Fascism and war, 
could rapidly transform the character of the world 
situation. 

While the working class is the doeisivo centre and 
main force of the struggle for peace against the 
imperialist war offensive, the working class can to-day 
win allies in this struggle from very wide strata of 
the whole population in every country. The common 
immediate aims of the flght for peace can win the 
support of widdy differing elements and concentrate 
the fight against the dominant sections of finance.- 
oapital driving, to war or assisting the Fascist war 
offensive. The examples of the “ people’s front " in 
France, Spain and other countries have shown the 
possibilities of such a broad popular front and the 
influence it can exercise on the whole line of policy in 
the given country and for mobilising the fight against 
the war offensive. 

Such a mass peace front, fighting in unity with the 
Soviet Union and with the smaller nations fearing war, 
can exercise a deoimvo influence in the present stage of 
international relations to check the war offensive, i^or 
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this purpose it is essential for the mass peace front to 
pursue a positive and clearly defined policy for peace 
in the present immediate questions of international 
relations. The possibility for this is presented by the 
existing divisions within the imperialist camp. While one 
section of imperialism, represented by the Fascist 
Powers and by the pro-Fascist elements in the other 
imperialist States, drives openly to war, another section, 
including powerful elements in the non-Fascist imperialist 
States, hesitates at present, for reasons previously 
explained, and seeks for the time being to delay the 
immediate outbreak of war. This is the objective 
situation which offers the possibility for the mass peace 
front to utilise this antagonism in order to hinder the 
war offensive. On this basis the possibility arises to 
build up a collective peace front, consisting of the 
Soviet Union, the spaaller States and those imperialist 
States which seek to delay immediate war, sufficiently 
powerful to hold in check the Fascist war offensive. 
The question of such a collective peace front is at 
present the most critical question of international 
relations. 

The effectiveness of such a collective peace front 
would require that all the participating States should 
undertake clearly defined obligations of mutual assistance 
against aggression, that a definition of the aggressor 
such as that put forward by the Soviet Union and 
already adopted by a number of States should bo 
universally adopted as the basis, and that the obligations 
of mutual assistance should be universal, not local. This 
objective would require either the strengthening of the 
present basis of the League of Nations, or a general 
security pact, or the extexiesion of the Franco-Soviet 
Pact by a corresponding Anglo-Soviet Pact and similar 
agreements. If such a collective peace front could be 
effcotivly realised (its effectiveness would depend on 
the strength of the mass peace front) , then it could bar 
the way to the immediate war offensive. Such a collective 
peace front should bo equally open to the participation 
of the Fascist States on the same terms as other States; 
but their refusal should not bo made a pretext for its 
abandonment. If the existing Franco-Soviet pact were 
reinforced by a corresponding Anglo-Soviot pact (equally 
open to other signatories), if British policy could be 
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transformed by mass pressure from its existing 
diplomatic support of Nazi Germany and refusal of all 
commitments for peace outside Western Europe, to 
unity with the Soviet Union. France, the Little Entente, 
the Balkan Entente and the smaller countries for the 
collective maintcnauco of peace against aggression, then 
a strong barrier could bo built in the immediate present 
situation against tlio Fascist war oflensivo, and the 
Fascist States would be loft with no alternative save 
cither to enter into such a collective system, or to remain 
impotent outside it, biding their time in the liopo of its 
disruption. 

The question of a collective peace front has aroused 
widespread controversies. Some of these controversial 
issues have already been considered in principle 
in Chapter V (Section 4. “Collective Security ” ), 
In the forefront of the fight stands the direct 
opposition of the reactionary and pro-Fascist 
sections of imperialism to any system of 
collective security. These advocate the “localisation 
of war,” and either openly attack the League of 
Nations or seek to weaken still further its basis, to 
remove Articles 10 and 16, or to replace it by 
isolationlist regional systems, and equally seek to 
destroy tho Franco-Soviet Pact, The role of iheao 
sections in assisting tho Fascist path to war is 
obvious. 

But there is also a considorablo degree of 
controversy on tho question of a oollootivo peace 
front within tho camp of j| the supporters of peace. 
These difacultios have in part arisen from tho 
tendency of a section of pacifist opinion (tho typical 
tendency of ^ bourgeois pacifism and reformisin) to 
preach exclusive reliance on diplomatic collective 
machinery for peace, that is, on the action of 
imperialist Governments, as a substitute for 
the independent mass struggle for peace. All experience 
has shown tho illusory and dangerous character of 
this line, which leads to tho passivitv of the masses 
and the free play of imperialist policy, and thus in 
the end assists tho advance to war. The eiroctivoness 
of any collective machinery for ponce, depends on the 
effectiveness of the independent mass struggle for peace 
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with the action of the working class in the forefront. The 
fight against i^'ascist war ofifcnsivo requires equally 
the fight against Fascism and the war-policies of 
imperialism within each country. 

On the other hand, in reaction against this 
tendency there has arisen tlu^ ali.ornativo tendency 
which takes a completely negative line on 
the question of a collective peace front in the present 
situation, and sees in it only the danger of unity of the 
working class with the bourgeoisie. This tendency, in the 
name of opposition to imperialism, objectively supports 
the lino of the most reactionary pro-Fascist sections 
of imperialism in their opposition to the collective 
maintenance of peace and thus assists the Fascist 
war olTensivo, The independence of the working class 
from the bourgeoisie in every situation is the first 
condition of the fight against imperialist war ; but 
this does not mean that the working class must not 
utilise, as Lenin repeatedly pointed out, every factor 
and every difforentiation, howwer small, in the camp 
of the bourgeoisie in order to further its aims in a given 
tactical situation. To fail to do this is to play with 
the question of war and to fail to fight seriously 
for peace. Allied to this is the tendency which 
preaches the ultimate “inevitability'* of war under 
capitalism, presents socialism as the doctrinaire 
ultimate alternative, and on this basis surrenders the 
initiative in the present situation to imperialism, 
iirculcatos the i:^assivity and impotence of the masses 
in the face of the menacing advance to war, and 
thus assists the war offensive. 

In other sections of the camp of supporters of 
peace the fear is expressed that the line' of the 
collective peace front will only lead to the formation 
of rival alliances and the “encirclement” of the 
Facist States, with the ultimate outcome in w^ar^ 
and that the correeb solution lies in reconciliation 
with the Fascist States by concessions to theif 
demands, a re-i>artition of colonies, etc. Once again 
this tendency only assists the war offensive. The line 
of the collective peace front, to participation in which 
the Fascist States arc equally invited, cannot bo 
regarded as equivalent to the “encirclement’' policies 
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of rival alliancos. It is perfectly true that the existing 
status quo, which is thus defended against aggression, 
is no ideal ; but the solution of this lies outside 
the conditions of imporialiam and cannot bo found 
within imperialism; in the immediate present situation 
the main task is to check the war offensive. The 
dream of a peaceful and '^jiist’^ redivision of colonial 
spoils and areas of exploitation within the imperialism 
is an illusory and reactionary dream, incapable of 
realisation in face of the insatiable appetites of the 
rival imperialisms. In practice each concession only 
whets the appetite for more ; the whole experience 
of the five years since 1931 has sliown that the 
policy of continuous capitulation to the extending 
Fascist oJBTensive has only accclarated the advance 
to war. On the other hand, the line of the 
collective peace front, if fully and effectively 
carried out, can bar the road to the present war 
offensive, since the Fascist dictatorships would not 
artempt the risk of aggression against the certainty of a 
superiority of forces against them. It is the uncertainty, 
and the elements of support from within the rest of the 
imperialist camp, that encourage iho aggression and 
thus make certain the advance to war. At the same 
time the closing of the road to w^ar for the Fascits 
dictatorships is the most direct help to the peoples in 
the Fascist States ; the inner contradictions of the 
regime are intensified by the lack of outlet in war ; 
and the peoples in the Fascist States arc consequently 
in a stronger position to overthrow their oppressors. 

It is of the greatest importance that these many 
questions of controversy within the camp of the 
supporters of peace, which at present hinder oflbetivo 
mobilisation and concentration of the full forces of the 
fight against the war offensive, should be cleared as 
rapidly as possible, and that an effective common line, 
utilising every possibility for peace, should bo 
developed. 

The fight for a real collective peace front, while 
constituting no final guarantee against tlu^ outbreak of 
war (in view of the extreme instability of the 
imperialist forces), and therefore no substitute for the 
mass struggle against imperialism which can alone be 
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finally decisive, requires to be actively carried forward 
in the present stage by the mass forces of the struggle 
for peace as a means to block the road to the Fascist 
war offensive. 

Does this line of fight for a collective front, also 
including imperialist States, for the maintenance of peace 
in the present situation against the immediate danger 
of the Fascist war offensive mean that the danger of 
war can, in accordance with the recipes of liberal- 
pacifism, be exorcised within imperialism — i.e. that 
imperialism can be turned into its opposite ? On this 
question there can be no room for misunderstanding, 
or for regarding the lino of so-called collective security 
as a substitute for the necessary lino of mass struggle 
against imperialism. For those who tend to regard 
this line as equivalent to a concession to liberal-pacifist 
illusions, may be recommended the words of Litvinov 
in 1933 : 

‘‘We know the nature of capitalist States, the 
nature of imperialism, its foreign problems and 
functions ; basically these problems and functions do 
not change. What changes is the tactics pursued for 
solving these problems and their application to the 
historically changing circumstances. It is these 
changing tactics which it is the custom to call 
diplomacy. The fundamental feature of a capitalist 
and particularly of an imperialist State is that it 
places before itself foreign objectives the realisation 
of which it cannot conceive without the application 
of force, without war 

“But not all capitalist States at any or every 
time or always desire war to the same extent. Any, 
even the most imperialist State, at any given time, 
may become strongly pacifist. This happens when 
it has either suffered a defeat in war, and therefore 
requires a certain interval before it can be ready for 
a new war, or when it has as antagonist a far more 
powerful State or group of States and the general 
political situation is unfavourable ; or it may happen 
when a country has become over-satiated with 
victories and conquests and requires a certain period 
of time for the assimilation of these conquests. There 
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tire also other factors which may j)re(lis})oHo countries 
against war : for instance, internal (Usturbaiicos, 
economic weakness, oto,” 

(Litvinov, speech to the Central Executive 
Committee of the Soviet Ihiion, .Decoiubor 1933) 

The basic policy of all capittilisiu tind imperialism is 
war. The pacific tendencies wliii*h arise from thm^ to 
time on the part of particular capitalist or imperialist 
States seeking to avoid war in cuwtain »Mituations or 
periods are the temporary reflection of sptnnaL (concrete 
situations for limited periods, and are only valid so 
long as these conditions exist. The possibilities of 
utilising these pacific tendencies are theroibro only 
temporary possibilities, and no permanenri solution of the 
problem of war or its causes. But the utilisation of those 
temporary possibilities is of the greatest importance, not 
for permanently eliminating war within capitalism-— 
this aim is the illusory ideal of liberal-pacifism— but 
for delaying its outbreak. This is the immediate or 
first objective of the struggle for peace, 

Why is it of such importance to delay by every means 
the outbreak of a now world war, if under imperialism 
war is ultimately inevitable ? 

First, because a now World War would bo an 
incalculable disaster for humanity, involving material, 
human and cultural destruction without parallel. A 
.second world war would not prevent the ultimate victory 
of the socialist revolution; but that victory would in 
such a case have to come by the heaviest, moat costly 
•and most bloodstained path of suffering and destruction, 
and would be faced with a far moro laborious aud slower 
task of reconstruction. So long as there is the lojist 
possibility, by delaying the outbreak of now world war, 
to reach the necessary goal of social transformation 
before its outbreak, and thereby prevent war once and 
for all, every effort is worth making to achieve this. 

Second, because .everj?: delay in the outbreak of 
the threatening world war increases the, relative strength 
of the spoialistiforces throughout ,tho world and weakens 
ibe/jelative. strength .of. iinpcriuliBm....JSvery .yoio:. of 



The Failure of World Organisation 


353 


peace increases the gulf between the advance of the 
Soviet Union and the decline of the capitalist world. 
Every year of peace extends the possibility for the 
workers to mobilise their forces, realise unity on a 
national and international scale, and carry forward 
their class front against capitalism, so as to be ready 
for the future decisive struggles. And similarly every 
year that the outbreak of world war is delayed sees 
the further advance of the colonial forces of liberation 
and the further undermining of imperialism. Therefore 
with every year that is gained the balance is shifting 
in favour of the rising forces, and the possibility is 
increased, either to overthrow imperialism before the 
outbreak of war, or, if this is still not possible and war 
first breaks out, to be capable of more rapidly 
transforming it into the victory of socialism in a decisive 
series of countries. 

Finally, because the struggle for peace directly assists 
to mobilise the forces and prepare the ground for the 
further struggle against imperialism. The peace front 
unites, around the central core of the international 
working class, the intermediate strata, the peasantry 
and the majority of the population in all countries, to 
whom war is only disaster and calamity, no less than 
the colonial peoples struggling against imperialist 
domination. Such a far-reaching alignment on a world 
scale, isolating the finanoe-capitaUst oligarchy, and 
drawing the masses of the world^s population around 
the hegemony of the working class, is indispensable to 
the final victory of world socialism. 

The struggle for peace can from its nature achieve 
no final solution of the problem of war. Since war is 
inherent in the contradictory monopolist interests and 
State system of imperialism, the final elimination of 
war depends on the realisation of a unitary form of world 
organisation which eliminates these contradictions. The 
struggle for peace can only fulfil a temporary and 
partial role in relation to this deeper aim. It is this 
ultimate question of world organisation , which 
becomes more and more visibly urgent in the 
conditions of to-day, that wo need finally to consider 
on the basis of the foregoing survey of the forces of 
the world situation. 
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2. Towanh the fidim world mdctf/ 

Tho completion of oxir mirvoy thus briii^H us once 
again to tlio basic problem of world organisation; but 
it brings us to it this time after a closer analysis of 
the concrete conditions of the problem and its solution. 

The war of 1914 revealed that world e(‘onoiny is 
beating against the barriers of the existing State fonns. 
Tho productive forces at tho present stage of tcchnicjiio 
and devolopmont raise the i)ossibility and th(*i necessity 
of an all-embracing world economic organisatiou fi)r 
their most effective utilisation. But they tluireby sound 
the doom of the existing system of indopeiident sovereign 
States and imperialist groupings. 

Imperialism appeared on tho scone as the 
representative and bearer within tho conditions of 
capitalism of the attempt to overcome the existing 
State limitations and reach out to a wider world area 
of unified control. The gospel of imperialism was 
preached as the supposed higher conception of the 
necessity under modern conditions of a large-scale, 
super-national, wider, expanding coonomic-politic^al area 
in place of tho ‘‘narrow*^ conceptions of the old sehool 
('‘Little Englanders, etc.). 

But in fact imperialism only raised the initial 
contradiction to a higher plane. * The coniliet of tho 
nation-States passed into the modern (u)nlliet of tho 
great imperialist hlocs^ with tho smaller States either 
passing into the role of satellites, dependants or pawns, 
or maintaining a precarious indepondonco as tho 
buffers at the point of interplay of a larger imperialist 
antagonism. And the coniliet of tlie imperialist blocs 
proved to be more deadly than tho old. 

Thus the supposed solution through imperialism was 
not only false at the root, in its basis in oolonml 
subjection and exploitation in place of true oconomio 
co-operation, with the „ consoquout inevitable 
undermining and eventual break-up of tho attempted 
unified structxires; but it equally failed to re^solve the 
conflict at the top and only reprodued it in intensified 
If the battle of tho few giants replaces more and 



The Future of World Organisation 


355 


more the skirmishing of the many pygmies, the change 
of the scale of the divisions has not necessarily brought 
unity nearer on this basis; on the contrary, it tends to 
have an opposite effect, since the smaller States 
through their weakness are relatively more disposed to 
enter into forms of collective co-operation (as typically 
demonstrated in their role in the League of Nations), 
while the world imperalist hlocs, each striving for world 
domination, are the principal enemies of world unity. 

In consequence the problem of unity has appeared 
to the ideologists of imperialism as the problem of 
“ultraimperialism^’ — the realisation of a single world 
imperialism, whether peacefully or otherwise. Typical 
as an expression of this outlook, in abstractly political 
and juridical form, is the statement of the contemporary 
historian and liberal theorist of imperialism, Professor 
Arnold Toynbee, who sees a future world State as 
inevitable and presents the alternatives as either 
voluntary federation of the existing imperialist and 
capitalist States, or the ending of the international 
anarchy by the ‘‘universal empire'* of one over the rest : 

“When we study history wo perceive that the 
political problem with which we are grappling, in our 
generation of society, is by no means unprsccedented. 
The curse of politicttl anarchy which comes from the 
distribution of sovereignty among a plurality of local 
States has afflicted other societies before ours; but, iu 
all those other cases in which the same situation has 
arisen, it has alw^ays been transitory. For anarchy by 
its very nature cures itself sooner or later, by one means 
or another. The cure may come through a voluntary, 
pacific, rational constructive effort,, such as we are 
making in our day— an effort to deprive the local States 
of their sovereignty for the benefit of society as a whole, 
without at the same time depriving them of their 
existence. Alternatively, the cure may come through a 
blind, violent, irrational and destructive clash of 
material forces. Refusing to surrender their sovereignty, 
the local States may continue to collide with one 
another in war after war, until this political struggle 
for existence is terminated at length by a ^knockout 
blow.* On this alternative, all the local sovereign 
States except one are doomed eventually to forfeit 
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not only their sovereignty bnt their very existence; for, 
on this alternative, the anarchy will l)o ondocl, not by 
agreement, but by force; not by the organisation oF a 
pacific League of Nations, but "by the imposition of a 
universal empire through the victory of one militant 
nation over all the rest/' 


The choice is thus presented as cither voluntary 
federation of tho existing imperialist Htates by the 
surrender of their sovereignty to one world contro, or else 
world unification through tho victory and domination of 
one imperialism over tho remainder. (The third alterna.tivc, 
that the transformation may come from within, that tho 
existing State forms are no solid crystal, and that tho 
masses may advance to their overthrow and on tho 
basis of their overthrow proceed to build up tho world 
Socialist order, does not enter into the perspective of 
this philosopher.) 


But in fact the whole survey that we have made of 
the real forces of world development in the present 
period has gone to show that imperialism knows no way 
of expansion save by coi\qucst and domination. The 
conception of a peaceful unification of imperialisms is a 
liberal illusion which fails to* take into atjcount the 
economic basis and structure of imperialism, tho 
antagonistic interests of tho rival monopolist groups, 
the impossibility of any peaceful partition of interests 
and areas of exploitation save on a basis of relative 
strengths, and the consequent impossibility of any stable 
agreement in view of the law of tho uneven development 
of capitalism. Capitalism is in essence anti-collcotivc, 
capable of combining only against a common encjny, 
and therefore incapable of a collective outcome on a 
world scale.l World federation is ultimately incompatible 
with private .property in the means of production. 
This question has been already fully discussed in 
Chapter V. 

1. So deeply engrained is this basic competitive, anii-colloctivo 
assumption in the bourgeois outlook as the natural, otcrnul law 
of life, thatefirtain imaginative ■writers of tho bourgetusie, such 
as Andro Maurois in a voeent work, liave cla])oratod phantasies to 
show that wox‘ld federation, could only be achiuved by inventing 
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In consequence, while it remains correct that the 
existing stage of technique and economic development, 
no less than tho dilemmas of the political situation, 
drive forward to world unification, the p«ath along which 
imperialism in reality endeavours to realise this drive 
is the only path open to imperialism in accordance 
with its laws of development, the path of struggle and 
conquest through successively enlarging wars to tho 
ultimate extermination of rival claims and the final 
victory of one imperialist grouping to achieve world 
domination. This is the only path, even theoretically 
conceivable, to world unity within the conditions of 
imperialism. 

For this final struggle the world imperialist blocs are 
arming and preparing with all their power. Consciously 
or unconsciously, this ultimate aim of world domination 
sounds through the utterance of all imperialism. Indeed, 
it finds conscious expression in Hitler’s 3Iein Kampf : 

‘‘Whoever would really wish from his heart for the 
victory of the pacifist conception in this world must 
devote himself by every means to the conquest of 
the world by the Germans. .. .It is necessary, then, 
for better or for worse, to determine to resort to 
wars in order to achieve pacifism. . ..In reality the 
pacifist humanitarian idea will perhaps be excellent 
on that day when the man superior to all others 
will have conquered and subjugated the W'orld first 
of all in such a measure that he becomes the sole 
master of the earth.’^ 

(Hitlers, Mein Kampf, p. 315) 

In accordance with the laws of its being, every 
imperialism advances to the battle for world domination. 
Tho words of the song of the Nazi Storm Troops — 

Denn Deutschland gelioH uns heute 
Und morgen die ganze Welt 

a common onomy--iii tho case of this particular work of fiction, 
a supposed expedition for war against the moon. Tho logic is 
correct on hourgoois standards. Tho possibility of human 
oo-operaiion for positive, constructive ends, which is easily 
conceivable 1o scion tisis, enginoors and workers, is beyond the 
power of imagination of these "imaginative” writers of the 
bourgeoisie. 
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(<‘For Germany is ours to-day, and to-mc^rrow tho 
whole world^^) —arc in reality, tlK)U^h seldom so openly 
proclaimed, the leitmotiv of every imperialisnu No 
loss specific was tho proclaiiia-tion of Hii»lor in 1936 : 

‘‘I do not believe there can be pea(io among the 
nations until they all have tho sa-mo law and system 
of law that) is why I liopo that National Socialism will 
0110 day extend over the world. This is no fautasl.ic 
dream, but an acliiovablo object/* 

(Hitler, speech at Munieli, March 1 4th, 1936) 

Answering it sounds tho call of tho British Conserviitivo 
leader, the former Colonial Minister, Ij, S. Amcry, 
proclaiming tho dreams of British imperialism for tho 
British Empire to expand to include the whole world, 
in his recent book, The Fonvard View (in which ho 
incidentally proposes as a modest first stop tho 
addition of Sweden; Norway, Denmark, Iceland and 
Greenland to the British Empire) : 

“Our task is to wnrk for the unity and strength 
of the British Empire, to maintain its vitality, tho 
comiu’chonsive elasticity of its organisation, ami tho 
breadth and boldness of its outlook, ho that it may 
bo equally fitted, as the w^nhl shapes iiself, to give 
tho lead in promoting tho eventual sclu^me of world 
union, or to provide tho nucleus whicli may 
gradually expand to include all mankind/^ 

(L, S. Amery, The Forward ViciOt 1935, p. 269) 

Echoing this may be noted tho letter from an 
.Oxford University cion given pride of place in !Z%e 
Times of February 3rd, 1936 : 

“Some day the British. Empire may bo able to 
extend its limits so as to include all States which 
are genuinely inspired by ideals of peace and 
international co-operation/^ 

This is not the view of Mussolini, who finds tho 
British Empire in decay and in speech after speech 
proclaims the Csosarian destiny of Rome to the empire 
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of the world. Running counter to all these dreams 
of the European imperiidist Powers for world 
hegemony, American imperialism proudly proclaims 
its manifest destiny to world hegemony through the 
initial paths of economic penetration : 

“The ‘feeling^ of victory is on Americans eide. 
It is America’s 'day.* The devastating ‘will to win^ so 
characteristic of youth, and the energy and daring 
which flow from it, drive America forward. That 
sense of ‘manifest destiny^ is contagious., . .This 
conviction penetrates even Britain. The aged 
Empire is fighting not only the real challenger, 
but also the living ghost of world supremacy, 
which advanced with the Roman legions of old, 
which has led the British for generations, and 
which now seems to fight for America. . . , 

“The ‘Americanisation^ of Europe and the far 
places of the earth advances. . ..We were Britain’s 
colony once. She will be our colony before she 
is done, notin name, but in fact. Machines gave 
Britain power over the world. Now better 
machines are giving America power over the 
world. . .. 

“What chance has Britain against America ? Or 
what chance has the world 

(Ludwell Denny, America Conquers Britain, 1930,* ’ 

pp.404-7) 

Across the waters of the Pacific answers the voice 
of Japanese imperialism : 

“Our imperial spirit ( Kodo ) which is the 
embodiment of the union between the true soul 
of the Japanese State and the great ideal of the 
Japanese people, ‘ds by its nature a thing which 
must be propagated over the seven seas and 
extended over the five continents. All obstacles 
interfering with this must be destroyed with str on 
determination, not slopping at the application ofg 
real force,” 
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(General Araki, ^‘Problems Facing Jiipan/* iu 
Kaikoslui, July 1932, quoi(^<l Japan ( Jironide, 

March 22 ik1, 1933) 

**In order to conquer the work! \w. luuHt first 
conquer China. .. -With all the resourcoM of China 
at our <lisposal v/o shall x)aBS forward to tho 
conquest of India, tho Archipelago, Asia Minor, 
Central Asia and ovc3i Ifiuropc.*’ 

(Memorandum of Baron Tanaka, Japaneses Prinio 
Minister, to the Japanese Emperor on tiuly 25th, 

1927) 

These conceptions are manifestly fantti.stie, absurd, the 
voices of chauvinist fire-eaters. Coolly considered, that is 
correct. "Yet they are the voices of tho most active 
driving forces of every modern imperialism, the ideological 
reflection of the limitless drive to expansion of finance- 
capital, They are the correct expression of the only path 
forward along which imperialism must strive to urge 
its ever-accelerating course. 

The same dream runs through thorn all. Yot they 
cannot all be fulfilled. At tho must, only one i*.an bo 
fulfilled at the expense of all the remaindor. Only one 
imperialism can achieve world hogomony at tho oxpcuHo 
of every other. And the path to this fulfilment of ono 
world imperialist domination must lie through oceans 
of blood. 

In practice, however, what is the prospect of such a 
single world imperialist domination being realised ? 
While^ such an ultimate victory of ono imperialist 
grouping achieving world domination is theoretically 
conceivable, it is manifest that in the real historical 
process, with the present close balance in strength 
between the rival imperialist groupings, and with the 
already extreme sharpening of social and political 
antagonisms even before tho ontbreak of war, the 
actual outcome of such a struggle or series of struggles 
could only be so wholsalo a destruction of forces and 
w'eakening of the existing social structure, as to load, 
long before the final world victory of ono or another 
imperialist grouping, to tho shattering of tho 
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foundations of imperialism and the victory of the world 
socialist revolution over a decisive area' of the earth. 
The first would war led to the victory of the world 
revolution over one*sixth of the earth. To what would 
a second world war lead ? 

The victory of the world socialist revolution does 
not depend on the development of new world war. On 
the contrary, such a development, while accelerating 
the growth of mass unrest and eventual rovolufcionisation, 
would constitute in certain respects the most 
unfavourable and difficult conditions for the 
building of a stable power and for the tasks 
of construction, owing to the wholesale 
destruction, anarchy and barbarism thus let loose by 
the bourgeoisie in its death- throes. If the working-class 
forces should prove strong enough to conquer power 
before the outbreak of new world war, this would 
constitute a far higher plane of development. 

But in the event of the bourgeoisie succeeding to 
unlaunoh renewed world war before the working-class 
conquest of power, there can be no question of the final 
outcome. The dialectics of war and revolution in the 
present epoch have been already demonstrated in the 
first imperialist war; and the conditions in all these 
respects are far stronger and more developed to-day. 
Modern war depends in every respect on the masses, not 
only in the fighting lines, but equally behind the lines 
on the maintenance of the industrial machine, and 
finally on the reaction of the civil population to the 
newest strategic methods of jnass destruction 
directed against them, not only for direct slaughter, 
but for shattering internal social organisation.! Napoleon, 

1 Compare in this connection Churchiirs spoocli in the House 
of Commons on November 28tli, 193‘1, discussing the problems 
arising from the pro8j)oct of aerial bombardment : 

**Not less formidable than these material offoots are the 
reactions which will bo produced on the mind of the civil 
population. We must expect that under the pressure of 
continuous air attack on London at least throe million or four 
million people would be driven out into the open countiy 
around the Metropolis. This vast mass of human beings, 

♦ numerically far larger than any armies which have been fed 
and moved in war, without aholtor or f<io(l, without sanitiation, 
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according to tlie memoirs of Chnpl.al, fjiiircd tho 
slightest unrest among tho workers Tiiore thiin a h)st 
battle. But Napoleon hivd neither to lUvil with the 
modem conditions of meohanised production, nor with 
the modern working-class movement. 


In tho first decade after tho war tho theory was 
evolved that the revolutionary outt'oino of the first 
imperialist war could not bo repeated, since th(» future 
of military strategy lay with tho small mechanised 
army of picked units, excluding the role of tho luass, 
henceforward regarded by imperialism as “dangerous.’’ 
The theory was in any case baseless, since the very 
advance of mechanisation increases tho decisive role of 
the industrial worker. But its initial assumption was 
also false, as was demonstrated on the day that tho 
German General Staff, the most highly skilled leaders 
of the art of war in the capitalist world, rejectod the 
limitation to a small professional army, so soon as tho 
international political situation made this defiance of 
Versailles possible, and adopted mass conscription. 
Thereby imperialism recognised tliat it was compellod 
to place the final military decision in the hands of the 
masses of the people. 


and without special provision for maintaining, order would 
confront the Govornmont of ilio day with an udininiHl rativo 
problem of the first magnitude, and would certainly absorb tho 
energies of our small Army and of o\ir Territorial IPorco, 
Probloms of this kind have never boon faced before.** 


It will be observed that the main problem is here regarded as an 
^♦administrative** problem of organising and ‘‘niaintaming order** 
in the civil population, and that this task of maintaining the 
existing class-regime under conditions of unparallelod social 
disorganisation is even regarded as the main tank which will 
‘♦absorb the onorgics’* of the land military ftircos in a future 
war. Should, however, ‘'the Oovonimont of the day” 
not be able to count with confidence on tho millitai^ 
forces for the fulfilment of this task in tho midst of 
a discontented civil population, under conditions of 
extreme privation and suffering, and goad(‘d by the contrast 
of the relatively sheltered conditions of tho ruling class 
the consequent problem is not further discussed. The imporialisty 
have reason to dread the final.hazard of a now war. Nevertholoss* 
necessity drives them op. 
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Out of the conditions of the inevitable struggle of 
the imperialist Powers for world hegemony, which is 
itself the expression of the drive to an attempted 
‘‘solution^^ of the problem of world organisation within 
the conditions of imperialism, no less inevitable develop, 
whether that struggle reaches to the point of world 
war or not, tlie forces which transform these conditions 
to their opposite and thus eventually reach to the only 
final solution of tho problem of world organisation by 
the working-class conquest of power and the unitary 
socialist organisation of world economy. This is the 
third alternative which remains outside tlie scope of 
tho imagination of the bourgeois theorists on tlie problem 
of world organisation, because it appears to them 
only as a remote and hypothetical vision of the future, 
and is not seen by them in its real character as a living, 
concrete force — the “world pow'er^^ as Marx expressed 
it nearly a century ago, of communism — growing daily 
out of the soil of existing conditions and contradictions. 

The necessity of world organisation is to-day 
increasinglj’’ recognised by all schools of thought. But 
the i^roposed solutions within the conditions of 
imperialism, whether by the voluntary federation or 
unification of tho rival imperialist Powers, or by the 
world domination of one imperialist Power through 
tho conquest of the remainder, are in fact Utopian 
fantasies, w^hich are not only incapable of solving the 
problem, but are also incapable of practical realisation, 
by reason of the contradictions of imperialism. On 
tho other hand, the ultimate — and even not far off — 
development, through struggle, from the existing 
contradictions to their eventual outcome in the victory 
of tho world socialist revolution and the final World 
Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, is not only the 
sole final solution of tho existing contradictions ‘ and 
antagonisms, uniting purposive centralised organisation 
with human freedom, but is also the only practical 
goal to which tho path is already marked out, step by 
step, from the existing conditions, and which is already 
in fact in process of realisation. The understanding 
of this, which was already clear in principle nearly a 
century ago, when Marx and Engels wrote the Manifesto 
of the Communist Party ^ is to-day becoming increasingly 
clear to wider and wider sections in the living exporionce 
and facts of present world politics. 
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Why this should bo so follows nocossarily from the 
conditions of the problem. The fatal obstacle to every 
attempt at world organiaation within the eonditiouH 
of imperialism lies in the antagonistic temlencies id* 
the rival groups of monopoly -capital, i. (\ in the 
impossibility of basic unity of the world bourgeoisie. 
The American Professor of Political Science, Frederick 
L. Scbnninn, at the conclusion of his exha-usiive 
study of over 900 large-size pages ou luivrmilomil 
Politics, eudeavoiira to assess the future 
perspective from the bourgeois standpoint, ilo regards 
with unconcealed horror and anxiety the prospect of 
the ultimate victory of the world coninumist 
revolution. Nevertheless ho is compelled to admit 
that the bourgeoisie as a class is incapable of world 
unity : 

‘Tf there were a world ruling class in the world 
society, the problem of political unification would 
be considerably simplified. But there is no such 
elite with a conciousnoss of its solidarity on a 
world scale. The dominant bourgeosio is sharply 
divided into competing and conflicting national 
groups. There can, moreover, be no world-wide 
concert of power among these ruling classes, for 
‘power’ itself is relative and postulates not a 
community of interests but a divergency of interests . , 
States and Governments, as embodhuouts of power, 
can function only other and potentially 

hostile embodiments of power. They cannot fuuoticm 
in the abstract on a world-wide scale.-’’ 

(E. L. Schuman, hitemaiional Politics, 1933, p. 831) 

As against this, ho is compelled to recognise that the 
world proletariat is capable of realising world unity : 

*Tf the sequence of events unfolds as the 
communists anticipate, and if their plans are 
eventually carried into successful execution, the 
world, will indeed attain political unity before the 
close of the present century,’’ 

(Ibid, p, 841) 

He recoils with alarm from this solution and the 
struggle it involves. But the morciloss logic of facts 
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leaves this professor of bourgeois political theory no 
alternative to offer. In order to escape from the 
inevitable communist conclusion of his own analysis, 
he has to conclude with the pious hope, in lieu of an 
alternative, that imperialism ms>Y somehow abandon 
“the competitive quest for private profits through tariff 
protectionism, autarchy, dollar diplomacy and financial 
imperialism^’ and turn instead to co-operative efforts 
designed to promote the general welfare of all nations 
in a world society’’ — i.e, that imperialism may cease to 
be imperialism. The bankruptcy of bourgeois theory 
before the problem of w^orld organisation here receives 
typical expression. 

The world economic contradictions which characterise 
capitalism, and receive their highest expression in 
imperialism, are not inevitable from the inherent 
natural-physical conditions of world economy or of the 
organisation of productive relations between peoples. 
They arise solely from the social relations of production 
in class-society, the battles of the anarchic world market 
and the conflict of interest of rival groups of capitalist 
property-owners. These contradictions can only be 
eliminated in the collective world organisation of economy. 
But such collective w^orld organisation of economy 
requires the removal of the obstacles of capitalist 
ownership in the means of production, in order that the 
whole of world economy can be organised on a single 
plan to meet the needs of the world^s population. Not 
only political sovereignty, as expressed in the existing 
State system, must go, but also economic sovereignty, 
as expressed in the existing system of property 
relations. The former is only the reflection of the 
latter; and the bourgeois internationalist reformers’ 
attempts to battle with the evils of the system of 
divided States sovereignties only beat the air, because 
they fail to realise that this system is rooted in 
existing class-relations and in the division of the 
ownership of the means of production between rival 
monopolist groups. 

This prospect of the necessary future path of world 
social organisation is no dream of a Utopian millennium 
remote from the issues of present struggles. The 
Soviet Union has already shown that such international 
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collective organisation can bo realised over ono-sixth 
of the earth, with cojupleto e(|ualit,y and 
national froedoni, covering a range of peoples 
at every stag<‘. of clovelopinont and with over one 
lunulred and fifty difhu'eut langnages, and with the 
peoples at a more advanced stage of dovoloj)nient 
actively assisting those at a more htiekward stage 
rapidly to attain an equal ioehnii^al and euliural level. 
There is teclinienlly notliing whatever to prevent the 
extension of this process to a worUl scale in the 
imiwedia to future, Techni<5ally and eeonoinieully, all the 
conditions arc already proHont for world organisation. 
Only ono issue remains to bo solved in order to realise 
this— tho issue of The power of capitalism, of 

imperialism, must bo broken. I'owor nmst be trausfcrrocl 
to the working class leading all the working masses. 
So will be realised the eventual World Union of 
Socialist Soviet Republics, or unified international rule 
of the working class, to carry out the tasks of world 
socialist organisation and prepare the way for the 
future world communist society. 

The path forward to this next stage arises out of 
the existing conditions and contra<liotions. Idle working- 
class forces and their allies advance in strength 
throughout the present historical period, despite and 
through incidental defeats ; ^ the colonial peoples 
advance towards liberation, imperialism cracks up, 
despite and even through the ever more violent <*fTorts 
to maintain it. 

This outcome is historically inevitable, beeauso every 
other attempted solution necessarily breaks on its owli 
contradictions, and because oiit of these very 
contradictions the forces of the future grow in strength, 
while the forces of the declining world weaken. But 
how soon it will ho realised depends on the human 
factor, on the speed of the awakening and devolopmcnt of 
the mass struggle in response to the issues of the present 
period. Herein lies the critical question with regard to the 
menace of a second world war. 

If there is delay in mobilising the mass peace front 
against the immediate menace of new world war, and 
in going forward with the consequent developing 
struggles against Fascism and the capitalist oflensive to 
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tho final revolutionary issues and the decisive struggle 
for the working-class conquest of power, then world 
war is inevitable ; and the path to the ultimate world 
socialist organisation will have to lie through an epoch 
of immense destruction and human suffering. 

But there is still the possibility to realise the other 
road. If we can succeed in organising the mass front 
to-day, before it is too late, both for the struggle 
against the immediate menance of new world war, and 
in order to advance towards the decisive battle against 
capitalism and for the conquest of power by the 
working class, so that the victory of the revolution in 
a series of countries may yet precede the threatened 
plunge of imperialism into new world war, and thus 
prevent it, shattering Fascism from within, then we 
will have achieved the most favourable conditions for 
the most rapid advance to the future world society 
with the minimum of suffering and destruction. This 
is the possibility for which we need to exert every 
effort to-day, at the same time as preparing with open 
eyes for either alternative. 
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